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id-cws  and  questionnaires  were  developed  end  Interviews  with  participants  ware 
conducted.  Sobm»  of  the  aajor  findings  were:  Forces  aust  leinrn  to  do 

their  tasks  faster  and  with  fewer  errors;  there  are  no  second  chances,  <0^sig- 
oif leant  changes  in  job  content  were  not  required,  but  iaprovaaent  of  existing 
■kills  are,  intensive  and  repetitive  training  against  OFFOR  tactics  is  the 
Bnly  way  to  be  prepared,  oCf^^Hoae  Station  Training  (ffiT)  will  play  a  aajor  role 
Ln  preparing  units  to  bMt  the  OPFCNl.  IMthout  a  re^istic  0!ROR  in  B8T,  US 
units  nay  find  the  National  Training  Center  a  painful  e:q^rlence. 
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Voluine  Ib  OPFOR  Lessona  Leamed»  preaenta  to  the  fattweated  reader*  aad 
eapecialljr  military  traiaera  reqMnaible  for  developing  related  training  programa*  tbm 
detailed  deaeration  and  field  reaolta  of  the  RED  THRUST  and  ARMVAL  field  exerds^ 
hiterviewa  with  commandera  and  crewmen  from  both  oppoaing  forcea  e«|»eaaing  their 
opiniona  and  esperiencea  concerning  OPFOR  are  preaented  in  Chaptera  1  and  2.  Chapter  3 
ia  concerned  primarily  with  the  training  experiencea  which  todc  place  prior  to  the 
ARMVAL  evahiation.  Of  primary  intereat  were  the  differencea  between  normal  (current) 
training  and  the  training  experienced  in  preparing  for  encountering  an  OPFOR  unit. 

Chapter  4  ia  divided  into  two  aectiona.  Section  I  containa  the  US  playera*  reqxmaea* 
Section  H  the  OPFOR  playera'  reaponaea.  The  playera'  commenta  are  aummarised 
concerning  the  three  combat  miaaiona.  The  commenta  deal  to  a  large  extent  with  the 
tactica  employed  by  both  aidea.  Of  primary  concern  waa  the  identification  of  taaka  which 
needed  to  be  modified*  or  added*  due  to  the  way  in  which  the  OPFOR  operated. 

Appendix  A  ia  a  Rating  of  ARMVAL  job  poaitiona*  and  Appendix  B  containa  the 
ARMVAL  (US  and  Threat)  queatlonnairea  uaed  by  the  reaearch  team. 
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OIALOGtJB  FROM  YIELD  BXERCSB  "RID  THRUST 


IMTRODUCTION 


Tbm  discussioiM  with  the  194th  Armor  Brigade  perammel  took  place  two  yean  after 
the  field  eserdae  has  been  conducted.  Only  a  small  remnant  of  the  original  partic^ants 
were  still  with  the  Brigade.  This  information  provided  guidelines  for  the  subsequent 
interviews  at  ARMVAL.  For  the  most  part,  the  experiences  learned  from  RS)  THRUST 
were  quite  similar  to  those  learned  from  ARMVAL,  even  though  the  scenarios  and 
objectives  were  very  dissimilar. 

The  training  exercise  (RED  TRRUSl)  was  developed  to  try  and  use  the  OPFOR 
training  technique  developed  by  FORlR^OM's  Opposing  Force  Tkahdng  Detactoent,  Red 
Thrust,  located  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas.  This  training  technique  ^tpeared  to  provide  n  good 
opportvmity  to  get  some  exciting  and  different  type  of  training  for  tiie  troops.  During  the 
planning  and  execution  of  RED  THRUST,  the  194th  had  a  change  of  command,  but  both 
commanders  wholeheartedly  siqiported  this  new  and  unique  type  of  training. 

The  objective  of  the  training  exercise  was  to  dramatically  impress  upon  the 
individual  crewmembers  what  they  would  face  on  the  modem  battlefield.  From  the 
dialogue  it  can  be  seen  that  the  frdividual  crewman  had  learned  to  associate  with  the 
OPFOR  five  distinct  experiences  that  apply  to  Soviet  tactics  in  general:  (1)  fast  offensive 
action,  (2)  large  number  of  vehicles,  (3)  extensive  electronic  warfare  activities,  heavy 
employment  of  smoke,  and  (5)  the  use  of  nuclear  biological,  and  chemical  (NBC)  warfare. 
Other  comments  may  be  generalizabie  to  the  factors  which  governed  the  field  exercise, 
such  as  location,  tactical  situation,  etc. 


RED  THRUST  BACKGROUND  OF 
THE  OPFOR  UNIT 

The  commander  of  D  TVoop,  10th  Cavalry,  194th  Armor  Brigade,  was  asked  by  the 
Brigade  S3  to  develop  a  field  exercise  using  the  new  training  tedmique  (OPFOR) 
developed  by  Red  Thrust.  Red  Thrust  furnished  a  complete  packet  of  training  material  to 
the  brigade  and  a  representative  visited  the  194th. 

Due  to  time  and  training  constraints,  the  D  TVoop  commander  condensed  the 
material  into  a  two*'week  training  program.  The  Troop  trained  from  10  to  16  hows  per 
day.  The  troops  quickly  grasped  the  training  and  took  to  it  "Eke  dudm  to  water."  The 
excitement  the  training  produced  was  visible  to  all  concerned.  The  second  week  of  the 
trainiag  program  had  to  be  cancelled  as  the  TVoop  was  asked  to  participate  as  Agpeaaors 
using  OITOR  tactics  in  a  battalion  ARTEP  at  Camp  Pkdwtt,  Virginia.  TUs  provided  an 
excellent  opportunity  for  the  TVoop  to  practice  as  they  now  had  the  room  at  Camp  Pickett 
to  mmieaver  in  unit  combat  formations.  D  TVoop  Foe,  an  fasfsirtry  battaBos^  was 
con^letely  overwhelmed  by  the  OPFOR  tactics  since  they  had  aaaentlaHy  unAwaattmated 
die  speed  of  movement  of  the  OPFOR.  (The  same  infantry  battadlon  In  a  later  time 
period  again  faced  the  OPFOR  unit.  The  changes  in  the  battaUonh  respenwa,  for  the 
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etwipiuwd  to  tlMlr  fiMt  ttoM  tiMt  it  vat  €i«ar  Iter 

te«  lMIM<  fiMir  IMM  voIU 

WlMB  nm  KtX)  TBEU8T  amrelM  bogoa.  tho  Wmify  ptelooM  woio  gNwi  m  mtH 
opomtisM  oHor  to  loooo  lonraid  and  talM  op  a  doioMdvo  porttieo  at  a  poiatoradMd 
location  wltitia  a  bottioaodt  fonsod  Iff  a  vall^  aad  Utfk  onMotiala  twhiw  ooj^tiwr  tida. 
IMataweo  aoow  tiia  imUSmf  was  3000  natavl^  tiM  nMadaum  tango  ^^tato  tiM  OPPO*.  caold 
firat  bo  aaan  hf  thair  daat  ckwd  waa  ofaM  kUoiaatota.  Battio  petitiona  waco  loeoiod 
atouad  tiM  todca  and  UUa  oa  tiio  daaart  floot*  Alteraato  nd  a^ffdacaaittaty  poalttaia 
aroto  plac<^  to  tlio  tear  orith  fiaUa  of  tito  tanging  from  ISOO  to  2000  awtona  A 
rormmniaiaTirfi  of  tiM  atoa  waa  allowed  on  tlw  day  prior  to  tiie  oawfciaa.  Hw  aaaceiao  am 
piitiiMia  to  tliat  tho  OPFOR  had  to  asoao  throogh  tho  aallay  dno  to  tha  tuggad  tamda  on 
oithor  aide. 

yiMtom  attiUety  ainulatlcm  waa  accoxqpUahod  by  ariting  togatiMt  7-10  faidO'tidoal 
diaigaa  of  C4.  Chatgoa  ware  placed  aU  arou^  the  fl^in  poaittona.  It  took  about  ona 
bout  for  anfl^aar  aoppott  to  act  tha  chatgoa.  Small  chatgaa  were  aa»  attMhad  to  tha 
to  tiandate  dliact  hita.  Tha  ^fact  of  tUa  artUlary  almulatloB  waa  ao  tabetic 
that  aoma  of  tha  craw  abandonad  thdbr  tanka  after  aoataiiiiDg  a  aimolatad  artiHety  hit. 
Commaata  from  combat  oatarana  aobatantiatad  tha  raaUsm  of  tiia  artillary  barragaa. 
Eapraaakma  of  dUbaBaf  on  tha  facaa  of  tha  partidpaata  were  reported  to  be  common. 

During  tha  barragaa,  the  OPFOR  onit  could  be  aemi  maneuvering  toward  tha  US 
force  on  two  dlffarmit  attadc  axaa.  They  tiian  formed  Into  a  Una  formation  moving  at 
20-2S  kllonmtara  par  hour.  Signal  flaga  had  bean  planted  in  the  ground  at  differant  rangaa 
to  guide  tha  axarciae  controllara  in  aatting  off  tha  damolitiona.  Smoke  and  CS  gaa  ware 
mixed  with  tha  artillery.  For  aafety  raaaona,  the  axerciaa  waa  halted  before  the  two 
frirCaa  could  intermh^^  Bach  platoon  run-through  laated  approximately  one-and-one- 
half  houra.  No  platoon  repeated  tha  axerctea. 

Tha  an&re  OFFOR  unit  <q;»eratad  on  the  command  net.  No  one  waa  authorised  to 
ipaak  on  that  net  but  tha  OPFOR  controllw.  Whan  the  OPFOR  leaders  moved,  the  rest 
fbUowad.  Arm-and-hnnd  and  flag  slghala  ware  also  employed.  This  combination  of 
arm-and-haad  aad  radio  worked  very  vrail.  Howavmr,  given  &e  limited  eqpwianee  with 
ipeed  aad  velih^  cloaaaesa  of  tha  US  Fwcm  playing  OPFOR,  had  they  bean  Jammed,  daos 
would  prdbahly  tave  enauad.  On  tha  otiiar  site  of  Ham  playing  field,  the  S17  MX  unit  HA 
jam  tiw  radte  comttualtmtiona  of  tha  US  Force. 


Arttiteiy  aad  ai«laaar  mxftfqxt  was  provldad  to  the  US  Force.  An  artOlary  battery 
previdad  tlm  agppovt  along  with  forward  obaarvere.  The  battery  almoiated  actual 
mgggmamti  frew  tiw  date  preeMed*  they  hitii  aexM  dtifiradtry  in  tryteg  to  ea^ga  motiiM 
tergafefr  arpeiMIr  at  tile  gpaate  tiw  OlVOR  ^paiated.  TWe  buOdeaert  aad  two 
lartartiiiiMi  ware  at  tiw  dtipaea!  ^  tiw  US  Farce.  Oread  pataa  were  tekan  by  tea 
aaglMani  to  oaoar  tg  Art  tiw  fl|jtiteg  potiifaaa  tiwy  had  dag  far  each  pvacading 
piteaew  Ihli  aatieu  leaeed  aaai  fialaoii  topaalerw  a  temala  alM^Wlaaad  10  dweae  ifhat 


Ilaagefiiid«r«  did  not  work  dne  to  Ae  "heat  ddmmer." 


Lay  of  the  sight  reticle  on  target  was  more  critical  due  to  the  small  sise  of 
the  target  in  the  optics. 

Heat  rising  from  the  desert  floor  caused  the  target(s)  to  be  viewed  like  a 
shimmery  mirage.  TUs  caused  the  target  to  appear  to  be  in  a  location  other 
than  the  one  the  vehicle  actually  occupied  at  that  time  and  place. 

Could  not  fire  from  the  desert  floor  due  to  the  scinitillation  caused  by  the 
heat.  Had  to  occupy  positions  on  highest  ground  available  in  order  to  get 
above  the  conditions  which  caused  heat  shimmer.  (NOTEt  a  live-fire  exercise 
was  provided  during  the  period  the  troops  were  at  Fort  frwin;  the  OPFOR 
(RED  THRUST)  exercise  was  one  of  a  series  of  exercises  in  which  the  Brigade 
participated.) 

Estimating  range  was  very  deceptive.  During  the  live-fire  exercise,  rounds 
would  fall  well  short  of  the  target. 

Our  current  camouflage  nets  were  worthless  in  the  desert.  They  were  green 
and  reflected  the  sunli^t. 

The  OPFOR  located  the  individual  vehicle  positions  from  great  distances  due 
to  the  shadows  that  they  cast.  They  also  saw  the  radio  antennas  from  great 
distances.  (The  US  Forces  started  to  tie  down  or  remove  their  antennas  to 
keep  them  from  being  used  as  detection  cues  for  the  OPFOR.) 

Reflections  from  glass  surfaces  also  gave  away  positions.  J\ist  the  sli^test 
bit  of  reflection  on  the  desert  gave  away  positions. 

When  preparing  fighting  positions,  do  not  bank  up  dirt  only  in  front  of  the 
vehicles.  The  sides  of  the  position  diould  also  be  bank^  up,  since  the 
subtlest  angular  difference  fan  the  OPFOR  approach  in  relationihip  tc  the 
direction  the  vehicle  was  pointed  allowed  the  OPFOR  to  easily  see  Uie  drive 
4>rockets  and  exposed  side  of  the  v^cle. 

It  was  best  to  dig  the  vehicles  in  deep  enoui^  so  tiiat  they  cast  no  diadows. 


>  TOFioecns* 


NBas*  SMctioai ) 

THiniST 


Platoon  leaders  spent  an  excessive  amount  of  time  in  trying  to  prepare  an 
operations  order.  Became  too  engrossed  with  the  forasat  for  tihe  opwations 
Mder. 


Platoon*  qtent  too  much  time  in  prior  planning,  not  enough  time  preparing  the 
defenshre  poeition. 

Maneuvering  in  the  desert  was  completely  new  to  the  troops.  Vehicles  tmided 
to  stay  closer  together  as  they  maneuvered  (50-100  meters  apart). 

Ranging  on  target  at  extended  ranges  while  moving  at  fast  ^eeds  was 
difficult.  [One  individual  commented  that  he  "never  did  range  on  a  target, 
used  battlesight  even  at  5000  meters  by  placing  the  crosdiair  over  the  top  of 
the  turret  and  firing.*  Range  to  target  was  verified  using  map  reference 
points.  Gunners  tried  to  use  precision  firing  techniques  at  the  longer  ranges^ 

Many  of  the  tanks  opened  fire  much  too  soon.  Knowing  just  when  to  fire  at 
ranges  of  3000,  40000,  or  5000  meters  is  something  US  soldiers  have  not  been 
trained  to  do.  Season^  troops  waited  until  the  OPFOR  had  moved  closer  so  as 
to  make  their  diots  count. 

Gunners  had  some  problems  when  operating  in  an  NBC  environment.  The  main 
problem  was  compatibility  of  gas  masks  and  the  optics. 

If  the  tank  crew  operated  buttoned  up,  they  had  difficulty  in  locating  and 
laying  on  the  target.  [One  of  the  partic^ants  commented  that  he  had  been  in 
the  Army  13  years  and  had  never  fired  a  tank  while  wearing  a  gas  mask.] 

Problems  of  operating  in  smoke  were  horrendous  when  compounded  with  the 
artillery  fire  and  dust.  (Gunners  had  problems  acquiring  targets  in  the  smoke 
screen.) 

If  the  tank  crew  fired  repeatedly  from  one  position,  it  became  a  casualty. 

When  the  massive  artillery  fire  gave  away  Uieir  positions,  several  platoons 
panicked  and  prematurely  moved  out  when  the  OPFOR  was  still  at  ranges  in 
excess  of  3000  meters. 

Driving  habits  had  to  be  changed  while  operating  in  a  desert  environment.  A 
number  of  the  vehicles  suffered  track  and  torsion  bar  breakdowns  due  to 
driving  at  too  high  a  speed  across  ditches  and  rocks.  Torsion  bars  were 

replaced  on  the  spot  and  the  drivers  became  much  more  careful. 

/ 

The  US  Forces  never  realised  how  fast  15-20  kilometers  per  hour  really  was. 

It  was  recommended  that  when  the  OPFOR  closed  to  1500  meters  of  the  battle 
position,  the  US  platoons  diould  have  started  at  their  delay  movement. 

Radio  communications  presented  a  major  problem  in  the  desert  (even  without 
jamming.  Radio  wave  propogation  was  a  problem,  and  the  ra<Uos  had  to  be 
packed  with  ice  to  cool  them. 

Tkoops  did  not  know  what  to  do  when  their  communications  were  jammed  or 
when  they  were  out  of  si^t  of  their  commanders. 
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Conmanders  did  not  plan  far  enou^  in  adrancey  to  they  seemed  hesitant 
about  where  to  go  next  after  leaTlag  a  position.  They  would  begin  to  moTe» 
then  hesitate,  and  seem  to  be  confused  due  to  the  qieed  with  which  the 
OPFOR  was  closing. 

US  Forces  tried  to  use  smoke  grenades  to  create  a  diversioa  that  would  gain 
the  OPFORh  attention.  When  the  OPFOR  started  to  more  toward  the  sm<^y 
US  Forces  would  then  diift  their  tank  firing  positions. 


US  Force  Mertisniaed  hfcmtry  Comssente 


TVying  to  extricate  dismounted  infantry  with  the  OPFOR  moving  so  rapidly 
became  a  problem.  If  the  infantry  wadt«^  until  they  could  acquire  the  OPFOR 
vehicles,  the  engagement  range  would  be  so  close  that  they  could  not  fire  and 
still  extricate  themselves  safely. 

hi  this  type  of  tactical  scenario,  the  infantry  took  on  the  role  of  a  security 
force  for  the  armor.  Armor  leaders  used  &e  infantry  mainly  for  close-in 
support. 

When  the  OPFOR  attack  started,  the  APCs  were  first  moved  to  the  reverse 
side  of  the  Ull  and  then  subsequently  to  defensive  positions  further  in  the  reaur 
areas.  US  Forces  started  to  move  back  when  the  OPFOR  reached  1000 
meters,  which  was  fairly  close.  The  Dragons  and  LAWs  were  the  last  to  move 


Jamming  did  not  cause  loss  of  command  and  control  with  the  infantry.  They 
were  accustomed  to  operating  with  arm  and  hand  signals. 

During  the  after  action  critique,  it  was  recommended  that  the  infantry  wait  a 
little  longer  before  pulling  back. 

If  the  infantry  tries  to  remain  until  the  OPFOR  reaches  1000  meters  or  less, 
they  must  be  able  to  stop  the  first  wave  of  attackers  in  a  situation  such  as  the 
RED  THRUST  exercise. 


Comaseuts  Pkwm  OPFOR  BsrseBnel 


Even  before  the  OPFOR  reached  3000  meters,  they  could  locate  exactly  each 
tank  in  the  US  Forces.  They  knew  when  the  US  Forces  were  going  and  where 
each  of  their  vehicles  was  located. 

OPFOR  were  coming  too  fast  for  the  US  Forces  to  shift  firing  positions.  The 
OPFOR  emigfit  a  lot  of  them  movlqg  between  their  first  and  second  positions. 

OPFOR  had  ths  situation  in  their  favor  because  they  were  moving  fast  hwlde 
their  smoke  screen.  There  was  nothing  the  US  Forces  could  do. 


S 


If  the  OPFOR  could  have  hit  the  objective  at  fttll  apeed,  they  would  have  been 
able  to  run  them  down.  OPPOR  had  to  slow  down  for  safety  reasons. 


COIfllEIITS  COMCERMING  THE  TROOPS'  BEHAVK>R  AMD  ATTITUDES 
DURING  AND  AFTER  RED  THRUST 

Durfag  the  awgcise  (US  Fcreari 


llte  realism  of  the  exercise  left  an  indelible  impression  on  their  memories. 

Speed  at  which  the  OPFOR  maneuvered  was  vastly  underestimated. 

hiitial  reaction  to  the  OPFOR  was  one  of  absolute  diock.  Tliey  misjudged 
q>ace,  time,  and  distance.  The  violence  of  the  artillery  simulated  stunned 
them  into  inactivity.  [  Ck>mment8  from  two  officers  who  came  to  observe  the 
exercise  were  typical  of  those  received:  It  was  a  unique  exercise,  very 
violent  and  very  quick.*  They  went  on  to  say  that  they  "wouldn't  have  known 
what  they  would  have  done  if  they  had  been  down  there.”  These  comments 
came  from  a  colonel  and  a  general  officer.  ] 

One  of  the  major  weaknesses  of  the  US  Forces  is  that  they  had  never  seen 
"Threat”  tactics  before,  and  when  they  saw  that  many  vehicles  approaching  at 
fast  speeds,  they  did  not  know  what  to  do. 

Inexperienced  troops  tended  to  start  shooting  at  too  great  a  range.  There  was 
a  marked  difference  in  the  reactions  of  troops  who  had  experienced  combat  in 
Vietnam  and  those  who  had  to  previous  combat  experience. 

hi  almost  all  cases  the  platoons  had  remained  in  position  too  long  and  were 
overrun,  hi  some  cases  individual  tanks  did  not  ever  return  fire. 

Fire  commands  had  to  be  diortened.  The  standard  fire  command  was  too  long 
and  there  were  too  many  targets. 

Gunners  selected  their  own  targets  as  the  targets  were  coming  too  fast  for  the 
commander  to  use  the  override.  They  only  had  to  move  the  gun  tube  a  coiqple 
of  feet  to  acquire  another  target.  It  the  gunner  needed  range-to-target,  the 
commmider  would  index  or  announce  the  range. 

The  US  Forces  did  not  employ  the  engineer  assistance  to  its  fullest  extent. 

US  Forces  did  not  know  how  to  revert  to  other  types  of  s^pials  once  the 
OPFOR  jammed  their  radio  communications.  US  Forces  rdied  too  much  on 
the  radio.  The  platoon  leaders  realised  they  could  not  depend  on  Uieir  radios 
for  command  and  controL 


Many  of  the  troops  tried  to  withstand  the  CS  gas  in  order  to  get  a  shot  at  the 
OPFOR  and  to  airoid  putting  on  their  gas  masks. 


Dmim  Iwrcfae  (OPFOR) 


The  troops  could  not  believe  that  someone  would  maneuver  like  the  "Threat* 
does.  They  thought  it  was  "fan  and  easy"  to  learn  the  combat  formations. 
They  cotidd  see  the  weatoesaes  in  wing  such  formations.  COne  quote  was 
typical  of  the  responses  from  the  0^0^  "itVe  learned  a  lot  about  my  own 
maneuver  csqmbilities  and  value  as  a  leader  by  protraying  a  Threat  person.  I 
see  that  what  we  ,US.  do  is  better  and  ith  given  me  a  reason  to  do  better 
what  Tve  been  doing.  After  learning  this,  we  know  exactly  what  the  US  can 
do."] 

If  the  Tboop  [Troop  D]  10th  Cavalry,  had  gone  up  against  someone  else  that 
was  using  OPFOR  tactics,  I  feel  they  would  have  been  able  to  handle  this  type 
of  situation. 

Maneuvering  into  a  proper  line  formation  took  four  to  five  repetitions  to  learn. 

Being  trained  as  the  OPFOR  places  the  US  soldier  in  a  unique  position  of 
seeing  the  weaknesses  of  the  US  Forces.  He  would  then  realise  what  he  would 
look  like,  if  he  was  fighting  the  OPFOR. 


Geweral  Comssents  After  the  BBcrciae 


Best  learning  experience  I  have  ever  had  in  my  eight  years  in  the  Army. 

I  don't  think  that  any  of  us  are  getting  the  training  that  it  takes  to  diow  us 
what  we  are  going  to  be  up  against. 

I4n  more  sure  of  myself,  but  you  can't  do  this  once  every  couple  of  years.  The 
concept  has  to  be  instilled  and  trained  into  you  constantly.  Experiences  like 
this  should  be  a  part  of  our  normal  training. 

The  infantry  troops  liked  the  exercise  but  thought  it  primarily  benefited  the 
armor  personnel. 

The  enlisted  men  viewed  these  types  of  field  exercises  as  benefiting  only  the 
officers.  They  see  little  direct  bmefit  to  them. 

Felt  that  field  exercises  for  the  infantry  was  a  waste  of  time.  You  don't  learn 
anything  by  sitting  around. 

The  troops  would  like  to  participate  in  exercises  where  the  complete  combined 
arms  teams  are  available  so  they  can  see  bow  the  integrated  system  is 
supposed  to  work.  Too  many  of  our  field  exercises  play  only  the  role  of  the 
mi^r  participating  unit.  never  get  a  chance  to  work  out  Um  ooov^ 

nation  required  of  a  combined  arms  team. 
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Dofing  the  after  action  critique,  almost  every  platoon  leadmr  said  that  a 
system  for  operating  during  jamm^  needs  to  be  developed.  We  need  to  know 
when  to  intitiate  or  acconq)Uih  certain  actions.  Ckmtrol  measures  need  to  be 
devised. 

Sometimes  artillery  support  was  never  called  in.  [b  one  personb  opinion  "the 
artillery  could  not  have  pumped  in  enough  rounds  to  stop  that  kind  of 
movement,  due  to  the  large  area  in  would  have  to  cover."] 

One  reason  for  not  utilising  the  engineer  siq>port  to  its  fullest  extent  may  have 
been  attributed  to  the  lack  of  training  on  how  to  use  and  employ  combat 
engineers.  We  just  do  not  think  about  their  use. 

b  subsequent  ARTEPS,  it  was  clearly  seen  that  the  troops  had  benefited  from 
their  experience  b  RED  THRUST.  They  started  to  employ  barrier  systems  to 
stop  the  momentum  of  the  attack.  They  used  more  obstacbs,  constructed 
tank  ditches,  laid  traps,  snd  used  cratering  b  the  roads.  They  also  started  to 
move  when  the  OPFOR  started  to  move.  They  tried  to  chaimel  the  OPFOR 
bto  a  choke  pobt  as  a  tactic. 


COmfENTS  REGARDING  TRAINING  IMPLICATIONS 


bformation  that  is  taught  concerning  the  Threat  should  have  a  practical  value. 
US  troops  should  have  a  more  reasonable  expectation  of  what  the  Threat  is 
going  to  do  b  a  given  situatbn.  bformatbn  is  needed  on  their  sbiiity  to  mass, 
their  command  and  control,  their  weaknesses. 

H  US  Forces  had  more  trainbg  b  this  type  of  scenario,  they  would  not  have  as 
much  difficulty  b  coping  with  it. 

Learn  to  think,  develop  plans  and  organise.  Ask  the  right  questions  of  the  nest 
highest  command.  When  you  understand  what  you  are  up  agabst,  Uteir 
capabilities  and  shortcomings,  then  you  can  begb  to  organise  the  terrain. 

Need  more  emphasis  on  camouflage  techniques,  especially  b  the  des»t. 

There  is  a  need  to  learn  battle  drilL  Crews  need  to  operate  more  by  using 
SOPs,  less  reliance  on  radto  communications. 

US  Forces  must  be  able  to  move  fast  with  decisiveness  by  utilising  riqiid 
dadies  from  position  to  positbn. 

Tkabbg  to  operate  whUe  wearing  NBC  protective  mask  and  cbthbg  b 

essentiaL 

TVoops  need  to  know  how  the  Tlweat  employs  smoke  and  what  massed  artillery 
can  do. 
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Learn  liow  to  use  the  infantry  and  engineer  aapport.  The  mechanised  infantry 
in  the  desert  area  was  of  little  he^.  Their  weapana,  except  the  TOW,  were 
close-range  weapons.  It  was  difficult  to  extricate  ^em  if  they  remained  in 
position  too  long.  Need  more  training  on  the  utilization  of  natural  and 
manmade  obstacles  to  stop  tanks. 

More  extensive  training  in  twrain  analysis  is  needed,  and  also  in  how  to 
establidi  a  good  defensive  position.  Need  to  be  Uioroughly  trained  in  how  to 
set  up  a  defensive  position  using  a  combined  arms  team.  We  must  be  able  to 
start  organising  the  terrain  immediately.  We  must  be  quicker  than  we  have 
I  ever  been. 


Classes  in  selecting  and  preparing  fighting  positions  need  to  be  conducted. 
Positions  need  to  be  deeper  with  covered  and  concealed  access. 

Tank  crews  and  other  supporting  weapons  crews  need  training  in  diooting  at 
targets  which  are  moving  in  and  out  of  smoke. 


comilim  RBGARimiG  TRAnmiG  imtbgration 

tasfovrovi 


SQTs  and  ARTEPs  could  be  tied  together  with  OPPOR  so  that  the  experience 
the  soldier  gets  in  training  would  be  integrated  with  the  OPPOR  experience 
into  a  whole  trainiag  concept.  All  training,  whether  it  be  SQT,  ARTEP,  or 
PTX,  dmuld  be  reviewed  by  the  soldier  as  a  cohesive  training  plan,  whereby  all 
the  parts  are  joined  toward  a  common  goaL  When  the  National  TVaining 
Center  begins  full  operation  in  1982,  it  diould  have  the  effect  of  increasing 
OPPOR  utilisation  in  home  station  training;  thus  bringing  more  focus  to 
training. 

Commanders  are  reluctant  to  use  a  realistic  force  (as  OPPOR)  in  ARTEPS. 
They  feel  it  creates  confusion  and  loas  of  controU  Commanders  diould  be 
aware  that  using  the  OPPOR  is  a  learning  experience.  (Using  OPPOR  as  a 
means  for  formally  testing  a  commander  or  Us  unit  defeats  its  use  as  a 
trainiag  technique,  wUch  waa  the  original  Uteat  of  the  OPPOR  concept.) 


CONCLUSIDNS  THAT  RnOLTID  PROM  RID  THRUST 


The  troops  have  got  to  see  what  other  supportive  assistance  is  available  and 
how  it  can  work  tor  them.  They  diould  believe  that,  with  the  TOWs,  close  air 
support,  artillery,  and  other  fire  support,  we  can  stop  that  first,  second  and 
even  third  wave.  We  tea^  the  troops  to  seagage  and  we  may  not  want  ^m 
to  do  so  at  the  breakthrough  point. 

[  Aaodmr  comsseat  shows  a  little  different  approaUi  to  the  previous  comasentt 
^e  caa*!  Mtch  the  OPPOR  maaa  ao  weVe  got  to  let  them  heap  eoalag  so 
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they  can  expend  their  aminuBitlon  end  fueL  We  can  inflict  caaoaltiea  over  a 
longer  distance  rather  than  make  a  stand  and  hare  our  troops  overrun.*  ] 

We  need  to  conduct  some  field  studies  to  determine  how  many  OPFOR 
vehicles  can  be  knocked  out  using  tiie  stay-and-fight  technique  as  compared  to 
the  delay  technique.  Precious  time  is  lost  in  backing  and  turning  vehicles  from 
their  fighting  positions.  You  do  not  have  time  to  move  into  secondary 
defensive  positions  with  the  OPFOR  attacking  at  those  q>eeds.  U  you  shoot  at 
1500  meters,  they  have  now  moved  to  1200  meters,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to 
extricate  at  those  ranges  without  a  lot  of  artillery  or  close-air  suiqwrt. 
Backing  the  tanks  into  positions  saves  a  lot  of  time.  When  badcing  the  tank 
into  position,  the  position  has  to  be  carefully  prepared  or  you  cannot  get  the 
maximum  elevation  that  the  main  gun  is  citable  of.  Bringing  the  vehicles  into 
position  *nose  first”  wastes  too  much  time. 

The  problem  with  OPFOR  is  that  it  is  viewed  as  an  add-on.  It  is,  in  fact,  a 
training  technique,  and  therefore,  a  function  of  the  S3  staff.  It  is  not  an  S2 
function.  It  is  viewed  as  nice-to-know,  but  not  as  basic  information  upon 
which  we  determine  what  we  need  to  know  and  do.  It  is  viewed  as  sometldng 
apart  from  US  training,  when  it  really  is  an  integral  part  of  our  training.  The 
reason  for  the  success  or  failure  of  OPFOR  lies  in  the  command  emphasis  it 
receives. 

There  needs  to  be  a  lower  dissemination  of  information  on  how  the  Threat 
fights.  Personnel  reqMnaible  for  Threat  training  always  give  the  Threat 
capabilities  and  end  the  class  or  briefing  on  that  note.  They  rarely  explain 
what  we  have  and  what  we  can  do.  What  we  need  is  a  balanced  delivery  of 
Threat  and  US  capabilities.  We  need  to  hear,  "here  is  a  situation  you  can  meet 
and  here  is  how  we  do  it."  We  usually  get,  "here  is  what  they  have  and  here  is 
how  they  are  going  to  throw  it  at  us,  and  there  is  nothing  you  can  do  about  it." 

We  need  to  practice  like  a  football  team  and  stop  tWwfcfaig  that  we  are  so 
flexible  that  we  can  perform  any  task  without  practicing  what  we  would  do  in 
those  situations. 

We  need  more  emphasis  on  battle  drill  that  includes  less  reliance  on  radio 
communications.  When  we  are  jammed,  our  commanders  riiould  try  to  operate 
through  it.  Some  of  our  units  did  integrate  battle  drills  into  their  training. 

We  must  have  a  better  prepared  overall  defensive  system  to  stop  that  amount 
of  mass. 

Commanders  eiqpress  a  reluctance  to  use  OPFOR  in  training  due  to  perceived 
complexities  and  because  they  are  afraid  to  try  something  new.  Baaed  on  our 
experience,  we  found  it  is  not  complex,  it  is  easy  and  can  be  tailored  to  the 
trainiag  situation.  It  is  not  easy  to  commit  yom^f  to  OPFOR  with  all  the 
other  training  and  support  requirements. 

The  repetition  during  field  maimuvers  for  enlisted  personnel  causes  them  to 
feel  that  ^ey  are  not  benefiting  from  tiie  training.  They  feel  that  it  is  mostly 
for  the  benefit  of  the  officers. 


Firing  at  estendad  ranges  against  moving  targets  is  becoming  more  critical. 
Tbere  is  little  instruction  in  diooting  at  long  ranges.  We  must  start  «»fg<»g 
at  3000  phis  meter  ranges  with  HEP{  waiting  until  they  reach  2000  meters  is 
too  late.  Need  to  develop  techniques  for  firing  into  smoke  screens.  Once  tike 
platoon  leader  gave  the  fire  commands^  the  crews  did  not  realise  how  fast  the 
OPFOR  could  close  with  them. 

If  you  fire  more  than  twice  fron  any  one  location,  you  are  inviting  htdocaust  on 
your  position.  Ibe  point  of  optimum  target  range  is  1500  meters.  Due  to  the 
OPFOR's  operational  speeds,  you  have  a  limit^  amount  of  time  to  shoot  at 
two  different  targets  before  starting  to  move  back  to  another  defensive 
position.  With  the  OPFOR  using  mass  fire,  you  cannot  afford  the  luxury  of 
staying  in  your  firing  positions  very  long. 

[.hidividuals  who  participated  in  the  OPFOR  unit  cited  the  inaccuracy  of  firing 
on  the  move  as  a  major  weakness  of  an  OPFOR.  The  OPFOR's  major 
advantage  was  their  large  mass.  They  felt  that  the  US  Forces  had  to  use 
tactics  to  counter  this  mass  while  the  OPFOR  utilised  only  the  tactics  of  the 
"charge."  The  large  amount  of  OPFOR  artillery  was  also  cited  as  one  of  their 
major  advantages.  Some  individuals  felt  that  we  cannot  win  outnumbered. 
One  reqiondent  stated,  "you  can't  take  one  tank  and  shoot  50  of  their 
vehicles.".]'' 

Engineer  support  is  probably  the  mMt  single  important  element,  hi  mobility 
and  counter-mobility  situations  tiie  support  the  engineers  provide  is  essentiid 
and  we  should  get  used  to  using  them. 

The  use  of  CS  gas  mixed  with  the  smoke  seriously  degraded  the  ability  to 
deliver  effective  fire  by  as  much  as  60-70%  in  tactical  scenarios.  Tbere  is  an 
interface  problem  between  the  gas  mask  and  fire  control  instruments.  When 
you  mix  gas  with  the  heat,  dust,  perqiiratioa,  and  discomfort  inside  Uie  tank, 
it  starts  to  affect  performance. 

OPFOR  tactics  were  easy  to  learn. 

As  a  result  of  the  OPFOR  experience,  both  forces  experienced  a  shift  in  their 
attitudes  and  motivation  toward  OPFOR  training. 

Underestimating  the  power  of  the  OPFOR  was  the  major  fault  of  almost  every 
platoon.  The  troops  were  amased  at  how  little  time  it  took  the  OPFOR  to 
close  with  them. 


DIALOGOB  WITH  ARIIVAL  PERflONIIIL 


nmiODucnoN 

The  face-to-face  interriews  with  the  US  Force  and  OFFOR  commanders  took 
apiwoadmately  one  hour.  Crew  and  section  players  were  interviewed  in  small  groiqm. 
These  interviews  gave  everyone  a  chance  to  expand  on  any  topic  presented  in  the  written 
questioanaire»  as  well  as  any  subject  they  deemed  essentW  to  the  research  project.  The 
first  interview  presented  below  is  that  of  the  US  Force  commander. 


US  FORCS  COMMANDER  INTERVIEW 

Hemdar  Marine  TVatshig  Cosspared  to  ARMVAL  TnMam 

The  US  Force  commander  was  asked  to  highlif^t  the  differences  in  training  for 
ARMVAL  as  compared  to  their  regular  Marine  training.  Here  are  some  of  the  comments 
he  made: 

Originally  the  Dragons  were  employed  on  a  narrow  frontage^  which  provided 
them  only  with  frontal  diots.  They  were  moved  to  the  flanks  to  get  better 
shots  at  ^e  OPFOR  vehicles. 

The  manner  in  which  the  OPFOR  operated  had  little  impact  on  our  jobs» 
except  for  the  LCVs.  Since  they  were  a  new  system,  their  job  changed  as  they 
gained  experience.  They  had  to  become  familiar  with  the  ability  of  their 
system  to  move  rapidly  on  the  battlefield. 

Everyone  had  to  rethink  how  much  time  was  available  to  perform  tadcs  due  to 
the  fast  closing  q)eeds  of  the  LCV  and  OPFOR.  Our  training  (US)  did  not 
prepare  us  for  the  fast  closing  speeds. 

To  conserve  ammimition,  target  firing  positions  were  stressed  so  that  vehicles 
did  not  fire  at  the  same  vehicles.  TOWs  were  assigned  to  engage  tanks  and 
Dragons  to  fire  at  BMPS. 

Each  unit  had  engagement  SOPs  so  each  vehicle  would  know  what  targets  to 
engage.  This  was  emjdiasized  by  most  of  our  instructors. 

Subtle  changes  had  to  be  made  based  on  what  the  OPFOR  actions  were. 


EUactHw  OPFOR  Thctics 


The  OFFOR  learned  to  position  a  fast  shooter,  such  as  a  tank,  on  hi^  ground 
where  it  could  engage  at  long  ranges.  This  was  eq>ecially  effective  against 
the  US  Force. 


1^1 
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Wh«D  tha  OFFOR  had  posItkMis  which  were  lower  and  had  good  fields  of  ffare 
covering  their  defensive  poeitioasy  the  US  Force  was  able  to  get  close  by  using 
the  terrain  to  hide  their  norenieats. 

The  US  Force  could  limit  the  usable  range  of  a  particular  wei^ons  system  by 
staying  hidden  as  much  as  possible. 

Tim  OPPOR  was  able  to  get  kills  out  to  2800  meters  using  higher  weapon 
positions.  To  counter  this*  the  US  Force  used  die  extended  range  of  the  TOWs 
to  engage  these  types  of  employment.  The  TOWs  were  positioned  and  trained 
to  pick  up  only  long  range  signatures  and  to  warn  our  vehicles  to  stay  out  of 
those  types  of  possible  kUl  sones. 

There  is  not  enou^  appreciation  of  the  speed  at  which  the  OFFOR  can  dose. 
When  they  are  coming  at  you  with  ratios  of  5tl  and  lOtly  and  you  have  less 
than  a  mfaute  to  acquire  and  fire  while  they  are  shooting  backy  it  is  difficult 
to  stqp  them.  The  OFFOR  here  has  the  aMlity  to  go  ri^t  through  an  infantry 
battalion  equipped  and  supported  only  with  their  organic  weapons. 


npwop  w««iMMsea 


One  of  the  main  weaknesses  exhibited  by  OFFOR  was  their  inability  on 
defense  to  counter  rapid  US  maneuvers. 

Once  the  OFFOR  assumed  a  singular  defensive  position,  it  was  not  able  to 
reqMnd  quickly.  We  could  get  within  400  to  500  meters  of  the  defensive 
position  without  exposing  a  vehicle.  It  took  a  considerable  amount  of  time  and 
caution  on  the  part  of  the  base  of  fire  and  maneuver  force  commander  to  do 
this. 


OFFOR  Ttadnhm  ftwmm  hchmlosis 

The  US  Force  commander  had  just  recently  completed  the  US  Army  Armor  School 
Advanced  Course  at  Fort  KnoXy  Kentuckyy  and  felt  that  the  training  he  had  received 
concerning  the  latest  in  Threat  doctrine  and  employment  of  TOWs  had  benefited  Urn 
greatly.  He  felt  that  it  would  have  been  more  diffkmlt  if  he  had  not  had  the  training. 
Two  t^gs  stand  out  and  should  be  incorporated  into  our  training  systemi 

Emidiasis  should  be  placed  on  teaching  the  real  range  and  letimlity  of  Threat 
weapons  systems.  Even  thou^  their  doctrine  says  they  will  not  engage  at 
specified  ranges  with  certain  systemsy  1  feel  that  Uiese  restrictions  will  brawk 
down  in  actual  tactical  situations.  The  Threat  will  rapidly  learn  that  they  are 
degrading  their  weapons  systems*  ability  by  not  nshig  them  to  Oeir  fbllost 
ci^abilities. 

The  use  of  a  combat  outpost  comaMusdar  was  introdnced  daring  iSbm  US 
defensive  missions  and  worked  very  weU.  The  cemmnnierh  dntles  memmr 
passed  control  over  the  US  Forces  forward  of  the  dsf— slvs  poaMan.  Having 
theae  forces  under  the  control  of  a  petaon  who  ia  ent  tharo  and  ean  ehaarve 
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what  ia  going  on  worked  welL  The  commander  could  aee  what  waa  beiBg 
engaged)  how  feat  the  OPFOR  waa  cloaiag)  and  knew  the  tmrrafai  over  whfc& 
the  US  Force  had  to  fall  back.  It  reduced  reaction  time  and  added  comnmiid 
and  controL  Thia  ia  an  mtample  of  aome  of  the  aubtle  diangea  we  made)  baaed 
on  our  experience  at  fighting  the  OFFOR. 


Inwect  of  OPFOR  «m  JebAllmioB 

Acting  in  the  role  of  a  combat  outpoat  commander  did  cauae  aome  differeimea 
in  my  job.  I  had  more  and  diffwent  thinga  to  think  about  and  do.  It  entailed 
much  more  detailed  planning.  I  needed  more  time  to  get  my  people  out  on  the 
ground  they  were  to  defend.  If  thia  ia  not  done)  you  are  loat.  You  have  to  plan 
your  fielda  of  fire  from  the  map  and  then  go  out  on  the  ground  to  look  at  it 
from  all  anglea.  Doing  thia  reaulta  fat  aetting  19  good  killing  sonea  that  cover 
likely  avenuea  of  OPFOR  approach. 

More  recent  employment  of  minea  and  obataclea  would  relieve  the  defender  of 
anxiety.  Areaa  that  could  be  defmtded  by  maneuver  could  be  eatabUdbed  and 
would  not  require  actual  coverage  by  a  we^pona  ayatem. 

One  of  the  major  thingi  to  learn  aa  a  company  commander  ia  to  uaderatand 
Threat  weapona  ayatema  capabilitiea  and  limitationa  for  a  given  piece  of 
terrain.  I  can  now  look  at  a  piece  of  terrain  and  say  "No.  I  can't  do  that  or  I 
can  do  that,  becauae  Threat  ayatema  can  or  cannot  do  the  following  for  that 
particular  terrain  or  range  diatance.”  I  gained  an  appreciation  of  weapona 
ayatema  by  actually  fluting  them  and  seeing  what  reach  they  had. 

As  a  company  commander,  I  do  not  feel  I  would  have  to  make  any  major 
changes  in  my  job.  A  company  commander  must  have  a  knowledge  of  ihe 
Ihreat's  capabilitiea  and  vulnerabilities.  Our  vulnerabilities  should  be  learned 
also.  These  are  largely  ignored  in  our  training. 

IVanslating  what  is  in  the  manuals  to  the  actual  situation  is  difficult.  TVying 
to  explain  the  concept  of  overwatch  to  vehicle  commanders  and  applying  it  to 
the  ground  they  are  operating  over  takes  very  precise  explanations.  Even 
after  two>and>a>half  months  into  the  experiment  £ARMVAL]  I  am  stUl 
coaching  on  how  to  occupy  a  TOW  position. 

Troop  proficiency  must  be  proven  under  field  conditions.  They  may  pass  their 
ARTEft  and  SQTs,  but  until  we  get  them  out  in  the  field  and  someone  places  a 
laser  on  them,  only  then  will  you  know  if  they  can  perform  correctly. 

During  the  movement  to  contact  during  the  Attadc  Mlaalon)  I,  as  a  coaspany 
commander,  had  to  expedite  to  got  the  asanenver  force  to  move  and  asaneaver 
arith  greater  speed  to  he^  the  unit  that  aaade  initial  contact  arith  the  OPFOR. 
It  the  contact  unit  did  not  have  good  terrain  to  occupy,  thair  liCe  ei^ectmmy 
waa  rather  abort,  if  the  asaneuver  force  could  not  get  aronid  la  tfase. 

■aen  though  are  asay  not  be  ruanii^  the  same  misalon  rapHratlnnp.  the  banie 
jofea  in  the  U$  Force  do  not  change.  The  US  Force  becaase  ceaUdeat  ulmt 
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tbair  07stem»  could  do,  thoy  became  familiar  with  the  terrain  and  knew  what 
they  could  get  away  with.  Once  theae  things  happened,  they  started  to  push 
themselves  toward  their  limits. 

Through  my  personal  eiqwrience  here,  I  have  gained  the  confidence  to  employ 
a  lot  of  things.  I  learned  that  I  must  be  more  specific  in  trying  to  pass  on 
information  to  my  pe<q)le.  I  learned  that  it  requires  a  lot  of  training  to 
establish  good  command  and  control  over  a  company. 

This  experience  [  ARMVALjJhas  pointed  out  the  fact  that  if  all  elements  are 
not  following  the  same  plan  given  them  at  the  battalion/brigade  levels,  they 
are  going  to  have  real  coordinatioa  jwoblems. 


*Wsswlathm  Tschniwiae  versus  Field  Training 

The  US  Force  commander  was  asked  how  simulation  could  be  used  for  this  type  of 
training.  Some  of  the  comments  were: 

You  could  gain  a  perception  of  how  to  conduct  an  attack  against  a  defense,  but 
could  not  gain  an  appreciation  of  how  severely  depleted  a  base  of  fire  can 
become  due  to  failure  to  execute  a  maneuver  on  the  actual  terrain.  We 
practiced  at  Camp  Pendleton  on  how  to  set  up  a  base  of  fire.  Everyone 
critiqued  us  as  doing  it  right.  When  we  tried  it  the  first  time  at  ARMVAL,  the 
base  of  fire  got  wiped  out. 


To  operate  as  a  unit  against  an  OPFOR  requires  eight  weeks  of  intensive 
training. 

A  miss/hit  system  such  as  MILES  is  required  to  conduct  training. 

Learning  basic  procedures  and  battle  drill  should  be  the  first  priority.  The 
OPFOR  need  not  be  present  for  this  stage  of  the  training.  Battle  d^l  will 
take  two  to  three  weeks  to  learn.  The  following  five  weeks  would  consist  of 
maneuvering  against  the  OPFOR. 

The  OPFOR  adhered  to  their  doctrine  but  learned  the  range  limitations  of  US 
weapons.  They  started  their  maneuvers  outside  the  limits  of  US  weapons. 
Their  actions  were  tactically  sound  ai^  worked  under  the  test  situation.  If  we 
were  to  set  up  in  a  true  linear  defense,  the  sectors  to  our  left  and  right  would 
be  engaging  the  OPFOR  as  they  maneuvered. 

The  speed  of  the  OPFOR  caused  os  to  change  the  way  we  operated  in  the 
defease.  After  the  first  three  repetitions,  the  OPFOR  began  to  anticipate  the 
US  actions  and  began  to  increase  their  ^wed  as  far  out  of  range  as  possible. 
Their  closing  speed  became  so  fast  that  we  could  not  fall  back  test  enoo^  and 
did  not  have  time  to  get  set. 
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liny  ^OPFObI echeloned  tli«lr  forcM  lo  that  the  forces  farthest  away  from  us 
were  moehig  to  close  with  our  main  defeashre  positloiis.  U  we  tried  to 
maueueer,  we  ran  into  our  own  force.  H  I  saw  OPFOR  that  fast  on  a  flank 
again^  I  would  have  to  abandon  plans  to  occupy  intermediate  positions  and  go 
directly  back  to  the  FEBA. 

The  large  OPFOR/US  ratio  affected  us  when  they  got  close.  U  they  kept  up 
their  speed*  we  could  not  service  that  many  targets.  You  have  to  be  able  to 
neutralise  them  and  fall  back*  or*  if  you  can  channel  them  into  a  given  area 
and  control  their  flow*  they  may  be  stopped. 

To  gain  sufficient  eaperlence  to  retain  a  calm  and  collected  composure  during 
an  OPFOR  assault  requires  four  to  five  repetitions. 


TValning  ftogam  PevuioMMnt  (US> 

The  US  Force  commander  was  asked  how  he  would  organise  a  training  program  for  a 
US  Force  if  he  had  only  five  training  trials  in  which  to  do  it.  Here  is  Us  reply: 

On  the  first  trial  I  would  have  our  combat  outpost  force  set  up  their  defensive 
positions*  just  as  they  are  taught  to  do.  I  would  then  have  the  OPFOR  mount  a 
strong  attadi*  keeping  enough  pressure  to  force  the  US  Force  to  fall  back  and 
become  disorganised.  I  would  then  conduct  a  critique  and  ask  them  what 
mistakes  they  thought  they  had  made*  adding  my  own  observations.  Then  I 
would  run  the  exercise  for  the  second  time.  Again  critique  and  run  U:e  third 
exercise.  After  the  third  time  I  would  critique  their  selection  of  positions  and 
go  out  in  the  field  and  emplace  each  vehicle.  After  conducting  a  detailed 
analysis  of  the  mission*  I  would  run  the  defensive  mission  again.  I  would  then 
move  into  the  attack  mission  against  an  OPFOR  strongpoint. 

Detailed  analysis  of  each  battle  position  is  required*  wUch  must  include 
weapon  cipabilities  and  limitations.  This  type  of  analysis  must  be  accom¬ 
plished  whether  it  is  a  defensive  or  offensive  mission,  hatervisibility  studies 
must  also  be  conducted.  What  looks  good*  cosmetically*  may  not  hold  up 
during  the  actual  engagement. 

Electronic  warfare  and  NBC  diould  be  gradually  phaaed  into  the  training.  U 
we  have  a  total  EW  environment*  we  have  lost  our  flexibility.  We  have  to 
build  up  the  confidence  in  our  force  so  that  they  can  eventually  handle  these 
additional  factors.  Competency  in  the  basics  diould  be  emphasised  at  the 
beginning. 


There  has  been  some  concern  that  trainiag  in  OPFOR  coiifuaes  or  harms  individuals 
when  they  go  back  to  U8  training.  Here  are  some  releases  on  that  subject! 


16 


! 

I 


! 


i 

i 


The  OPFOR  pUyers  widi  they  could  get  on  the  tJS  tide.  They  feel  the  US 
players  are  leaning  in<»e  than  they  are. 

OPFOR  players  feel  that  OPFOR  training  is  relatively  easy  to  master.  The 
aggressiveness  being  instilled  in  the  OPFOR  players  may  create  problems  when 
they  return  to  their  regular  units. 

Commanding  a  unit  trained  to  operate  as  the  OPFOR  would  be  a  diallenging 
experience.  It  would  give  an  appreciation  of  the  qteed  and  vitality  with  which 
the  OPFOR  can  closcy  if  you  cannot  do  anything  to  stop  them. 


RirtBctaniee  to  Eatatoy  OPFOR 


Smith^  points  out  two  primary  problems  in  interfacing  the  OPFOR  program  with  the 
ARTEP.  The  first  problem  was  how  to  effectively  incorporate  the  OPFOR  with  ARTEP, 
and  the  second  was  to  combat  the  firm  belief  in  the  military  mind  that  the  ARTEP  is  not 
a  test  of  the  battalion  and  its  commmider.  Many  commanders  felt  diat  if  they  suffered  a 
defeat  by  the  Threat,  it  would  be  reflected  in  a  poor  score  on  the  Officer  Evaluation 
Report  (OER).  Here  is  the  US  Force  commander's  thoughts  on  this  subject: 

Some  commanders  would  be  reluctant  to  undergo  the  OPFOR  experience,  but  I 
also  think  there  are  some  who  would  say  *I  want  to  find  out  now  before  I  have 
to  do  it  when  the  real  thing  is  happeniiig.''  It  is  best  to  make  mistakes  when  it 
does  not  count,  than  when  the  shooting  starts.  Units  which  have  trained  a  lot 
and  emjdiasis^  field  training  will  do  well  if  they  encounter  the  OPFOR 
experience. 


OPFOR  COlflfAIIDBR  INTER  VIEW 

OPFOR  Compared  to  Regular 

Marine  TkainiBw 

The  OPFOR  commander  was  asked  to  point  out  some  of  the  differences  in  training 
between  OPFOR  and  the  US.  His  first  reply  was  to  say  that  the  "OPFOR  training  was  a 
whole  new  exciting  aspect  for  all  of  us.  The  training  we  received  was  very  detailed, 
concise  and  followed  a  logical  pattern." 

The  training  started  with  the  Soviet  mind  set,  then  moved  into  basic  tactics, 
and  then  progressed  to  the  actual  combat  formations.  Next  was  the 
igq>lication  of  formations  in  a  field  environment. 


^N.  D.  Smith.  State  of  the  art:  OPFOR  and  ARTEP  issplementation  hs  the  US  Army 
(Research  ftoblem  Review  'ft-to).  AUxandria,  lUrgMa:  S  Anny  keseardi  im^teite  tm 
the  Behavioral  mid  Social  Srieaces,  May  1979. 
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We  were  allotted  a  block  of  time  and  given  certain  goals  to  accomplish  by 
certain  dates.  This  part  of  the  training  was  outstanding  because  we  were  one 
force  devoted  to  performing  and  executing  a  certain  mission. 

We  kept  reinforcing  the  idea  that  there  were  no  individuals*  everything  was 
executed  according  to  the  commander's  plan.  He  dictated  it*  and  that  was  the 
way  it  was  to  be  executed.  Under  those  circumstances*  you  lose  individuality 
and  react  only  to  a  given  set  of  rules. 

The  OPFOR  tank  commander's  job  is  different  from  US  tank  commander's. 
From  what  I've  seen*  the  OPFOR  worries  more  about  executing  the  formations 
and  platoon  fire  commands*  rather  than  the  individuality  of  the  tank  com¬ 
mander. 

US  Forces  are  oriented*  to  a  certain  degree*  toward  individual  crew  training 
rather  than  collective  training.  Each  section  is  capable  of  engaging  on  its  own 
cognizance  and  is  not  rigidly  controlled  like  the  OPFOR. 

The  first  thing  we  stressed  was  the  mind  set,  then  the  tactics  and  formations. 
We  drew  the  formations  on  a  board  and  then  walked  them  over  the  ground  until 
they  could  react  naturally. 


Rtfectfveneas  of  Threat  (Soviet)  Tactics 

The  Threat's  most  effective  tactic  is  their  diock  effect.  The  shock  effect 
alone  would  be  enough  to  make  anyone  wonder  if  they  are  able  to  hold  their 
positions.  The  terrain  dictates,  to  a  large  extent*  the  qseed*  and  therefore  the 
Aock  effect.  At  times,  it  has  cost  us  in  heavy  losses*  but  I  understand  the 
Threat  is  prepared  to  take  those  losses. 

During  the  Meeting  Engagement  mission*  we  found  that  after  about  10  minutes 
into  the  battle*  the  US  Force  was  not  able  to  hold  back  Uie  large  Threat  ratio. 

I  believe  our  portrayal  as  an  OPFOR  of  Soviet  tactics  is  accurate.  Our  speed 
in  moving  across  open  terrain  and  movement  in  the  attack  is  well  within  the 
limits.  What  I  see  as  Threat  doctrine  is  go!  gol  got  rolll  rolll  roll! 

The  key  to  the  OPFOR  defense  was  their  familiarity  with  the  terrain  here  at 
Hunter-Liggett.  The  outcome  m^ht  be  vastly  different  on  new  terrsdn. 


HffecttvesieM  of  US  Force 


The  biggest  thing  the  US  Force  has  to  do  is  realize  what  their  disengagement 
ranges  are.  Because  of  the  OPFOR  q)eed*  they  have  to  be  able  to  dioot  and 
get  out*  not  try  to  kill  the  whole  OPFOR. 

I 

I  The  second  most  important  thing  is  their  flank  dmts.  They  are  quite 

saccessAil  at  flank  diots  and  at  utilizing  the  terrain.  They  do  tend  to  stidk 
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around  too  much.  They  are  also  quite  successful  at  utilizing  the  maximum 
effective  range  of  other  weapons,  especially  the  TOW. 


The  US  Force  improved  dramatically  against  the  OPFOR  defense.  We  were 
very  successful,  but  the  US  Force  got  smarter.  They  started  using  their 
weapons  systems  at  standoff  ranges  that  were  available  to  them,  and  they 
stopped  exposing  themselves. 

The  US  Force  needed  approximately  10  to  15  trial  runs  to  start  being  effective 
against  the  OPFOR.  When  we  were  in  the  defense,  only  5  to  8  runs  were 
needed  before  they  got  their  moves  down  to  a  science. 


OPFOR  Weakneaaea 


The  size  of  their  [the  Soviet  Army]  formations  and  the  number  of  vehicles  in 
the  type  of  formations  they  go  into  is  a  weakness.  They  must  train  24  hours  a 
day.  If  they  use  battle  drill,  I  can  understand  how  they  execute  their 
formations.  It's  very  cumbersome.  I  don't  imderstand  how  they  would  expect 
their  platoon  columns  to  go  into  two  separate  forces  to  make  a  deliberate 
attack  when  they  are  not  exactly  sure  of  what  terrain  is  ahead  of  them. 

Our  attacks  [  OPFOR  ]  at  the  very  beginning  were  shaky.  The  formations  were 
executed,  but  the  problem  was  shooting  on  the  move  and  fire  commands.  We 
cotild  always  overrun  the  US  Force,  but  we  could  never  hit  or  kill  them.  After 
much  discussion  with  my  platoon  leaders  and  their  personnel,  we  started 
shooting  on  the  move,  looking,  searching,  gun  tube  orientation,  and  we  starte<I 
hitting. 


OPFOR  TVwiiiing 

OPFOR  training  has  broadened  my  knowledge  of  tactics  (both  US  and  Soviet). 
If  we  had  to  fight,  it  would  help  me  plan  what  I  would  want  to  do.  I  have  a 
better  understanding  of  what  they  could  do  to  me. 

I  would  retain  "walk  through"  exercises,  as  well  as  blackboard  drill.  The 
utilization  of  weapons  systems  should  also  be  added.  Assistance  is  needed  to 
help  the  company  commander  and  platoon  leaders  teach  fire  commands.  We 
need  a  preplay  area  approximately  five  miles  wide  and  ten  miles  long  where 
we  can  practice  combat  formations  day-in  and  day-out. 

It  was  not  difficult  to  learn  Threat  tactics.  The  biggest  problem  for  the  troops 
was  in  accepting  the  fact  that  the  Threat  would  do  things  the  way  they  had 
been  trained,  ^ey  don't  think  the  Threat  will  do  things  that  way.  Obt^ing 
command  and  control  of  the  OPFOR  fbrmatkms  was  one  of  the  most  difficult 
tasks  to  learn.  It  was  difficult  to  get  everyone  in  their  proper  position.  The 
dust  kicked  up  by  the  combat  formations  created  horrendous  problems. 

From  the  stan^^int  of  a  Marine,  I  think  that  it  is  very  important  that  Threat 
trainliis  be  con&cted  as  an  integral  part  of  the  overall  trafoing  along  with  the 


US  training.  You  can't  defeat  your  enemy  unless  you  know  your  enemy.  I 
stress  integrated  training. 


I  don't  believe  that  it  would  c<mfuse  our  troops  if  they  took  Threat  training.  I 
think  they  can  draw  a  distinct  conclusion  of  the  differences.  I  would  not  even 
worry  about  that;  that's  not  a  valid  argument.  I  think  that  may  be  an  escapist 
way  of  saying,  "I  don't  want  to  conduct  it." 

hi  order  to  keep  up  the  motivation  and  morale  of  the  OPFOR  group,  some  type 
of  collateral  training  should  be  interdicted.  Organizing  two  OPFOR  groiqM 
may  be  another  approach,  one  group  would  be  in  the  field  while  the  other 
underwent  some  type  of  training. 

The  personnel  in  the  OPFOR  group  here  always  wants  to  learn  more  about 
what  the  Threat  has. 

The  OPFOR  maneuver  training  must  be  learned  on  the  actual  terrain; 
simulating  it  with  a  terrain  board  just  won't  do.  The  commander  does  not  have 
an  appreciation  of  what  is  out  there  until  he  actually  sees  it. 

An  OPFOR  unit  can  perform  the  basics  with  a  week-and-a-halt  of  training 
time. 


CREWklEkfBER  INTERVIEWS:  US  FORCE 
OS  Reaction  to  OPFOR  Maneuver  Spewto 

The  OPFOR  maneuver  speed  is  probably  the  factor  which  impacts  the  most  on  the 
US  Force.  It  affects  behaviors  at  all  levels  more  than  any  other  factor.  A  variety  of 
things  results  as  a  consequence  of  qieed. 

We  were  not  expecting  them  to  come  at  us  as  fast.  Our  reaction  times  from 
the  first  contact  had  to  be  faster. 

More  targets  had  to  be  acquired  within  a  shorter  amount  of  time. 

There  was  less  time  to  fire  before  displacing. 

Diaplacement  from  position  to  position  had  to  be  accomplished  quicker. 

Our  retrograde  speeds  were  not  fast  enough  to  gain  standoff  range.  As  we 
moved,  the  OPFOR  kept  ri^t  on  top  of  vw.  Ouv  retrograde  qweds  must  be 
faster  than  their  attack  speeds. 

Sectors  of  fire  must  be  designated  so  each  weapon  will  know  what  targets  to 
dioot. 

The  q>eed  and  mass  frightens  you.  One  of  your  first  thongs  is  "which  one  do 
we  shoot  first." 
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Acquiring,  tracking,  and  firing  at  targets  are  relatively  unaffected  by  OFFOR 
qteed,  but  all  must  be  accomplidied  quicker  and  more  accurately. 


We  started  to  engage  OPFOR  at  longer  ranges  (Z500  meters)  because  of  the 
qwed  with  which  they  moved.  We  started  to  diq;>lace  when  they  closed  to  1000 
meters. 

We  were  only  able  to  fire  three  to  four  rounds  before  displacing. 

After  the  initial  shock,  we  naturally  sped  up  our  reactions.  Once  we  had  been 
throu^  this  experience  a  few  times,  it  did  not  bother  us  as  much. 

We  did  not  have  the  time  to  range  on  fast  moving  targets.  The  rangefinder 
was  too  slow,  so  we  used  battlesight. 

Weapons  which  had  a  diort  engagement  range  (Dragon)  had  a  lot  of  difficulty 
in  trying  to  displace  against  an  OPFOR  attack.  The  Dragon  could  sidestep  the 
OPFOR,  but  could  not  get  back  to  a  secondary  defensive  position.  The  Dragon 
can  hide  from  OPFOR  due  to  its  small  size. 

More  extensive  use  of  mines  and  obstacles  is  required  to  counter  OPFOR 
speeds. 

US  Reacthm  to  OPFOR  Mass 

The  second  major  factor  that  affects  performance  is  the  large  OPFOR  mass.  With 
experience,  its  effects  can  be  minimized  somewhat.  The  crews  expressed  these  opinions: 

It  was  difficult  to  engage  the  large  number  of  OPFOR  vehicles  with  the 
limited  number  we  had.  Iheir  speed  and  numbers  made  it  difficult  to  get 
many  shots  at  them. 

We  tried  to  engage  them  as  far  out  as  possible  to  diminish  their  numbers  and 
force  them  to  deploy. 

Bngagtng  the  OPFOR  while  we  were  moving  was  difficult;  it  was  not  too  hard 
otherwise. 

Disengagement  qieeds  with  the  M6(te  were  too  slow.  The  faster  Abrams  Ml 
(XMI)  speeds  may  help  with  this  problem. 

As  long  as  each  weapons  system  picked  up  the  targets  within  their  sectors  of 
fire,  everything  seemed  to  work  fine.  Tanks  were  assigned  primary,  secondary 
and  alternate  targets  within  each  sector.  TOWs  and  other  weapons  also  had 
target  assignments. 


US  Co^lCTsamuM  to  OPFOR 


Lead  vehicles  were  engaged  first  in  order  to  take  out  their  leaders. 
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Within  tank  platoons,  a  random  firing  sequence  was  used*  Eadi  tank  rotated 
its  firing  turn. 


Hit-and-run  tactics  were  used  at  extended  distances  in  front  of  the  initial 
defensive  positions.  Dragon  teams  were  used  in  ambush  positions  to  engage 
Threat  from  the  rear. 

We  did  not  evolve  different  countermeasures  but  we  had  to  stress  what  we  had 
already  learned. 

We  had  to  migage  more  from  the  flank  as  frontal  shots  did  not  produce  many 
kills  on  OFFOR  tanks. 

During  di^lacement  to  the  rear,  we  had  to  fire  on  the  move.  If  we  did  not,  we 
could  not  get  sufficient  standoff  room. 

Learned  not  to  stay  in  one  position  for  any  length  of  time. 

Initially,  we  sustained  a  lot  of  kills.  We  learned  to  find  better  ways  to  use  the 
terrain.  For  example,  we  found  better  positions,  stayed  off  of  the  skyline, 
looked  for  better  cover/concealment.  If  we  did  not  find  good  positions,  we 
kept  loidcing. 

We  started  to  use  our  communications  more  efficiently.  We  used  code  words 
for  different  battle  drills. 


TVaitting  Comments  On  General) 

We  need  more  realism  like  we  have  seen  at  ARMVAL. 

We  are  still  learning  even  after  five  months  at  ARMVAL. 

This  type  of  training  should  be  incorporated  into  our  regular  training.  H  we 
had  to  go  into  combat,  we  would  be  better  trained  than  those  Marines  who  had 
not  exiwrienced  this  type  of  training. 

[AMTRAC  personnel  obtained  the  least  benefit  by  the  OFFOR  exposure.  They 
were  used  to  carry  the  Dragon  teams  and  the  training  did  not  basically  affect 
their  Job.  (More  ^ssatisfaction  was  exiwessed  by  the  AMTRAC  personnel  than 
any  other  group.  They  felt  they  were  being  misemployed.  They  felt  that  they 
co^  contribute  to  the  fight  and  were  not  allowed  to  Ailly  use  their  capa¬ 
bilities.)  (All  expressed  a  strong  desire  that  this  type  of  training  be  made 
available  to  other  Marine  units.  They  hoped  that  they  would  form  the  core 
cadre  of  a  Marine  OFFOR  unit  to  teach  others  what  they  had  learned. 
(Estimates  on  training  time  needed  varied  from  two  to  five  months.)  (Many 
expressed  a  desire  for  the  substitutioa  of  ARMVAL  training  for  their  regular 
training.)  ] 


More  realistic  field  training  and  live  fire  exercises  are  needed. 


Hie  use  of  NBC  and  smoke  should  be  included  in  the  training  program. 
The  Marinea  need  a  dedicated  OPFOR  training  unit. 


The  training  program  should  be  expanded  to  encompass  many  different  aqpects 
of  Threat  tactics  and  operations. 

This  type  of  training  gires  us  much  more  "hands  on*  time,  which  we  need. 

We  learn  more  by  facing  an  enemy  that  is  going  to  operate  differently  than  we 
do  with  Bhie-on-Blue  training. 

The  training  can  become  boring  and  routine  once  you  get  used  to  the  OPFOR. 
Maintaining  interest  is  a  problem. 


OPFOR  Isroact  OB  Job  PUrforasjBice 

Basic  job  was  not  affected,  the  qieed  of  performance  had  to  be  quicker  and 
better. 

We  were  not  used  to  the  fast  reaction  times.  Everything  came  so  fast  that  it 
was  hard  to  perform. 

Major  effect  on  the  individual  was  psychological. 


Poea  OPFOR  Training  Cause  Confasion? 

A  comment  often  heard  is  that  OIWOR  training  would  confuse  US  training  and 
therefore  be  detrimental  to  US  Forces.  The  US  Force  crewmen  respcmded  in  this  fadiiont 

OPFOR  training  would  not  be  confusing.  It  lets  us  know  what  is  happening  and 
what  we  can  expect  the  OPFOR  to  do. 

We  learned  what  the  OPFOR  could  do  and  this  helped  us  to  plan  our  own 
tactics. 

We  learned  to  incorporate  some  of  the  good  aspects  of  OPFOR  into  our  own 
training.  It  gave  us  a  chance  to  compare  tactics. 

Can  understand  more  about  their  doctrine. 

OPFOR  training  might  become  confusing,  depending  on  how  long  a  person 
played  the  part  of  the  OPFOR. 


iiseiB  Leanmd  Abet  OPFOR 

OPFOR  command  and  control  is  disrupted  if  they  lose  thMr  leadmrs. 
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Hiey  tended  to  operate  in  little  groupe  and  aometimes  became  diaovganised 
after  their  leadera  were  hit. 


It  ia  hard  to  believe  how  faat  they  move  until  you  aee  it  in  the  field.  The 
OPPOR  ratioa  have  to  be  aeen  to  know  what  you  will  be  faced  with.  They 
come  hard  and  faat. 

Thia  type  of  training  givea  you  confidence  in  youraelf  and  diowa  you  that  the 
OPPOR  can  be  beat. 

^ce  you  aee  the  OPFOR»  you  develc^  a  different  concept  of  their  operationa. 
We  know  now  that  we  can  atop  them. 

If  the  OPPOR  uaed  our  tactica*  they  would  do  better. 

We  do  not  realiatically  portray  Soviet  tactica. 

Diacovered  that  the  OPPOR  waa  more  vulnerable  than  expected.  They  were 
eaay  to  locate. 

One  of  their  neateat  vulnerabilitiea  ia  following  their  commander'a  laat  order 
(if  he  ia  killed). 

OPPOR  ahow  no  initiative  in  their  doctrine. 

OPPOR  cannot  change  what  they  atarted  due  to  their  rigid  adherence  to  fixed 
plana. 

OPPOR  ia  not  atupid.  When  their  leadera  are  hit,  they  are  going  to  know  what 
to  do.  They  are  not  going  to  continue  like  a  mindleaa  robot. 


Due  to  the  teat  conatrainta,  the  maneuvering  was  limited  and  became 
repetitious. 

Maneuver  room  was  limited  by  the  confines  of  the  teat  and  after  a  number  of 
trials  had  been  run,  the  terrain  waa  familiar  to  both  aides.  Each  side  atarted 
to  anticipate  where  vehicles  would  take  up  position  and  both  sides  knew  where 
the  other  force  would  be  located.  This  affected  the  way  in  which  each  aide 
operated. 

Test  constraints  limited  the  firing  time  of  each  vehicle.  This  waa  unrealistic 
as  some  loaders  could  load  faster  than  the  time  Umtts  establldied  for  the  teat. 
Tanks  had  to  wait  approximately  S-10  seconds  before  they  could  shoot  again. 

Could  not  have  perfonned  as  well  i^aiast  the  OPPOR  if  we  had  not  practiced 
against  their  type  of  tactics. 
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One  of  the  biggest  mistakes  made  by  the  OPFOR  in  defense  was  their  doctrine 
of  not  firing  outside  their  assigned  sector  of  fire. 


The  OPFOR  shifted  their  fire,  in  the  defense,  from  the  US  base  of  fire 
element  to  the  US  maneuver  group.  If  they  had  q>lit  their  fire  between  both 
groups,  there  would  have  been  fewer  losses  on  their  part.  Evidently  tiieir 
doctrine  is  to  fire  on  the  most  immediate  threat,  which  in  this  case  was  the 
assaulting  force. 


CRKWliEMBBR  INTER  VIEWS:  OPFOR 
OPFOR  iianenver  Speeds 


The  main  problem  in  maneuvering  at  high  speeds  was  firing  on  the  move. 

All  vehicles  could  not  maintain  the  s^une  qmeds,  which  caused  problems  in 
maintaining  combat  formations. 

The  dust  cloud  created  by  the  vehicles  literally  blinded  us.  We  could  have 
gone  faster,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  dust. 

The  tanks  generally  lead  the  formations  and  had  an  easier  time  than  the  rear 
vehicles. 

One  of  the  main  things  to  worry  about  was  having  vehicles  break  down  while  in 
formations.  Due  to  the  dust,  the  rear  vehicles  could  not  see  and  might  collide 
with  vehicles  that  were  forced  to  halt,  or  could  not  maintain  a  fast  enough 
qwed. 

Being  thrown  around  within  the  vehicles  due  to  the  fast  speeds  intially  created 
some  anxiety.  Experience  tended  to  negate  these  this  effect. 

Operational  qmeds  were  from  20>30  mph. 


OPFOR  Formations  with  Massed  VeMclas 

Vehicles  got  easily  lost  from  their  groiq>. 

Visual  rignab  could  not  be  used  because  of  the  dust. 

Fear  of  running  into  someone  was  a  pr<Alem. 

Flag  signals  and  radio  code  words  were  uaed  to  control  the  forasatloas. 

It  did  not  take  long  to  learn  OPFOR  combat  formatioBS. 

As  a  commander,  it  was  difficult  to  tell  which  elesaeBt  out  of  tike  large 
number  was  yours. 


If  a  Tehicle  made  a  wrong  turn,  it  waa  difficult  to  try  and  bring  them  back  into 
formation. 

All  hand  or  flag  aignala  began  to  look  alike  when  we  got  approximately  300 
metera  away. 

Commandera'  rehiclea  were  eery  difficult  to  identify.  A  color  or  aymbol 
marking  ia  needed. 

Each  vehicle  ahould  have  had  aome  identifying  marking  ao  we  could  recogniae 
each  aection  or  platoon. 

OFFOR  lack  of  adequate  two-^ay  radio  communicationa  waa  one  of  their 
worat  faulta.  They  did  have  an  advantage  of  being  able  to  maneuver  a  whole 
unit  on  one  command,  if  their  communicationa  were  not  jammed. 


Attitndee  and  Opiniona  Abont  OPFOR 

Almost  all  the  OPFOR  playera  felt  they  had  benefited  from  the  training. 

The  OPFOR  training  program  ^ould  be  broadened  in  scope.  Just  learning 
combat  formations  becomes  boring. 

We  are  assuming  that  our  OPFOR  training  is  realistic  and  that  we  are 
depicting  Threat  tactics,  hi  either  case,  it  is  better  than  doing  nothing. 

We  do  not  believe  that  OPFOR  commandera  are  as  inflexible  as  we  are  being 
taught.  We  feel  that  we  are  underestimating  the  OPFOR  by  this  kind  of  train* 
ing.  We  are  being  told  that  "if  we  knock  out  their  leaders,  well  win." 

A  lot  of  our  personnel  doubt  the  realism  of  the  training.  The  OPFOR  does  a 
lot  of  things  that  do  not  make  sense.  We  doubt  the  validity  of  their  actions. 
Would  the  Threat  really  act  that  way  is  what  we  are  asking. 

We  feel  we  are  only  being  taught  some  of  the  OPFOR  tactics,  not  all  of  the 
tactics  at  our  leveL 

Before  we  started  ARMVAL,  we  felt  we  did  not  need  more  time  for  training, 
but  after  the  experimental  trials  started,  we  realised  that  we  needed  more 
field  combat  experience. 


DUncHfas  hi  LeandM  OPFOR 


OPFOR  waa  difficult  in  the  sense  that  they  do  a  lot  of  things  which  are 
contrary  to  what  US  Forces  are  trained  to  do.  For  example,  OPFOR  is 
concerned  with  terrain  driving  and  they  use  a  lot  of  speed.  US  Forces  take 
longer  to  move  into  battle  and  the  OPFOR  moves  quidtly  into  battle. 
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The  most  difficulty  we  had  was  operating  in  the  dust  at  fast  wpeedt  and 
avoiding  bruises  while  going  over  rou^  terrain. 

Firing  on  the  move  at  fast  speeds  proved  to  be  difficult. 

We  had  to  reduce  our  apeeds  in  order  to  retain  control.  Our  initial  speeds  were 
too  fast,  now  we  are  operating  at  approacimately  10-15  km  per  hour. 

Changing  combat  formations  at  high  qmeds  was  difficult  to  learn. 


Chaptar  3 

ARlfVAL  TRAimifG  PROGRAM  BXPKRmfCSS 


TUs  chapter  aammarlses  the  reapoaaea  of  the  US/OPFOR  players  concerning 
training  that  took  place  prior  to  the  actual  experimental  trials.  Some  of  the  practice 
training  took  place  at  their  home  station  (Camp  Ptendleton)  and  the  rest  was  conducted  at 
Fort  I^ter-liggett.  Ihe  OPFOR  was  ai^sted  in  their  training  by  FORSCOM's  Opposing 
Force  TVaining  Detachment,  Red  Thrust,  located  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas. 

Of  main  concern  were  the  differences  noted  by  respondents  when  comparing  their 
regular  training  and  the  training  they  experienced  ia  preparing  for  simulated  combat 
against  a  trained  OPFOR  opponent. 


US  FORCS  RESPONSES 


Participants  were  asked  to  list  the  differences  between  their  regular  training  and 
the  training  they  underwent  in  preparation  for  ARMVAL.  The  items  listed  below  cover  a 
large  spectrum  of  any  training  program,  but  seen  to  emphasize  differences  in  tactical 
employment. 

Fire  command  usage.  [NOTES  The  fire  commands  were  standardized  for  the 
purposes  of  the  test.  The  fire  command  elements  were  used  as  cue  words  or 
checkpoints  for  keying  data  collection  points  during  the  firing  engagements.] 

Tactical  techniques  for  engaging  targets. 

Employment  of  different  tactical  maneuvers  against  the  OPFOR. 

Quicker  response  times  in  accomplishing  combat  job  requirements. 

The  use  of  traveling  overwatch  and  boimding  overwatch  was  different  from  the 
combat  formation  used  in  regular  Marine  training. 

AMTRAC  personnel  were  exposed  to  land  tactics,  whereas  their  regular 
training  is  mostly  directed  toward  amphibious  assaults,  hi  some  cases,  this 
was  their  first  exposure  to  working  with  tanks  as  a  combined  arms  team. 

Use  of  good  huUdown  fighting  positions. 

Employment  of  precision  fire. 

Operation  and  employment  of  the  LCV. 

Increased  tactical  driving  training  which  included  driving  with  the  hatches 
closed  (buttoned  iqi). 
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Employment  of  experimental  gunnery  techniques. 

Employment  of  developmental  tactics. 

TOW  was  employed  at  times  in  a  different  manner  than  normaL 
Diqilacement  distances  were  increased. 

Dragons  were  employed  in  the  offense. 


- "S  16b  Fsrfarmance 


hiitial  impressions  by  the  US  players  concerning  impact  on  job  appeared  to  be 
centered  on  things  concerned  with  movement  (e.g.,  moving  at  faster  speeds  and  moving, 
utilising  better  cover  and  concealment).  Note  that  one  of  the  responses  below  concems 
the  repetition  of  the  training.  This  type  of  comment  at  the  crew  level  occurred  fairly 
frequently  concerning  US  as  well  as  O^OR  training. 

Job  training  became  repetitiotu  as  we  kept  using  the  same  tactics. 

Learned  to  keep  searching  for  targets  after  the  initial  target  engagement. 

All  movements  were  made  at  faster  speeds. 

We  fought  using  more  combat  formations  and  tactics. 

Moved  positions  more  frequently  due  to  artillery. 

More  awareness  of  terrain  and  use  of  cover  and  concealment. 

Employed  SAGGER  drills  (move  fast,  slow,  sig-sag). 

Became  more  jwofessional  in  performing  my  job. 

Learned  how  to  conduct  a  fighting  withdrawaL 

Learned  to  keep  a  tighter  control  ent  my  vehicle. 


These  are  some  of  the  subject  areas  whidt  were  stressed  during  the  ARMVAL 
pretraining  period: 

US  training  emidiasised  qteed  of  performance  and  maneuvering  with  critical 
use  of  the  terrain. 

Better  fire  control  during  suppressive  fire. 

Better  hull-down  positions. 
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Extended  vehicle  intervals  during  the  attack. 

OFFOR  limitations,  capabilities,  movement,  formations. 
Fire  commands. 

US  techniques  of  movement  and  tactics. 

Performance  with  speed  and  accuracy. 

High  speed  evasive  maneuvers  (dash  to  cover). 
Application  of  cover  and  concealment. 

Maneuvering  of  LCVs. 

Avoidance  of  engagement  by  OPPOR  tanks. 

Importance  of  knowing  your  job. 

Proper  radio-telephone  procedure. 

Techniques  of  terrain  movement. 

Use  of  SAGGER  drills. 

Gunnery  techniques  during  evasive  maneuvering. 
Engagement  using  target  priorities. 

Selection  of  firing  positions. 

OS  Fosce  l^w  of  the  Effectiveneas  and 
Weakneseea  of  the  OPFOR 


Listed  below  are  the  first  impressions  derived  from  observation  in  the  field  and 
implication  from  the  tactics  of  what  the  US  Force  felt  the  OPFOR  did  effectively  and 
also  what  they  considered  to  be  OPFOR  weaknesses. 

OPFOR  effectiveness 

Use  of  mass  formations  with  rapid  qieed  during  the  attack. 

Use  of  good  hull-down  positions  in  the  defense.  It  was  difficult  to  see  and  hit 
them. 

Use  of  mass  firing  against  a  single  target. 


Defense  tactics. 


oproR 


PrMeated  a  lavge  target  in  the  attack. 

Moved  without  cover  and  concealment. 

Lost  control  when  their  leaders  were  killed. 

hiflexible  formations  made  them  vulnerable  to  air  attack. 

As  OPFOR  tanks  got  killed,  a  lat^e  gap  was  left  in  their  firing  lanes  because 
their  doctrine  did  not  allow  them  to  fire  outside  their  assigned  sector  of  fire. 

Ihis  allowed  the  US  Force  to  move  in  those  lanes  over  open  terrain  at  close 
ranges. 

Tendf»d  to  bunch-up  during  movement. 

Platoon  leader  was  always  in  the  lead  tank,  which  made  it  easy  to  recognise 
their  leader's  vehicle. 

Did  not  employ  evasive  maneuvering. 

Were  unable  to  change  positions  during  the  defense. 

Covering  vehicles  (fixing  force)  did  not  use  their  firepower;  the  assaulting 
vehicles  provided  the  firepower. 

Lack  of  radio  communications  caused  the  OPFOR  to  be  disorganised. 

Used  one  battle  plan;  if  that  failed  they  were  wiped  out. 

Committed  all  of  their  forces  at  one  time,  resulting  in  a  lot  of  losses  before 
they  could  overrun  us. 

Employed  a  forward  slope  defense. 

(Authors'  Note:  The  rigid  adherence  to  preplanned,  carefully  formulated  battle  plans  were 
cited  as  weaknesses  throughout  the  interviews.  The  openness  of  OPFOR  maneuvers  is 
something  that  was  questioned  by  the  players.  They  expressed  disbelief  that  the  Soviets 
would  really  conduct  their  tactics  in  that  fashion.) 


IR  Tksdnfwg  PkoBmin  RMphmda 

The  soldiers  who  comprised  the  US  unit  were  asked  to  list  anything  they  felt  should 
be  included  in  a  US/OPFOR  integrated  program  which  would  improve  their  performance 
against  an  OPFOR  unit.  The  list  is  fairly  loi:g  but  each  item  is  critical  to  better  tactical 
employment. 
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Multiple  target  engageinenta  against  a  large  attacking  mass. 

Use  of  smoke  during  field  exercises. 

Emphasis  on  hit-and-run  tactics. 

Conduct  of  ambushes. 

Maneuvering  without  the  use  of  radio  communications. 

Evasive  maneuver  training. 

Firing  on  the  move  and  improved  gunnery  techniques. 

Realistic  combat  simulators  (mines,  gas,  etc.). 

Emphasis  on  better  techniques  for  establidiing  coordination  between  elements. 
SimtUators  that  would  duplicate  actual  firing  signatures. 

Emphasis  on  how  to  move  in  a  combat  environment. 

More  field  training  against  an  OPFOR  unit. 

Development  of  more  SOPs  to  rapidly  counter  OPFOR  actions. 

Briefings  on  what  is  to  be  accomplished  before  moving  out. 

Reduction  of  radio  traffic. 

hiformation  on  when  to  pull  out  of  a  position  without  being  told. 

Training  in  assuming  command  in  an  emergency. 

More  emphasis  on  how  to  conduct  retrograde  operations. 

Increased  emphasis  on  live-fire  exercises. 

More  radio-telephone  procedures  training. 

Intensive  training  in  defensive  employment. 

Increased  trainiag  on  how  to  fight  at  ranges  of  2000  meters  or  less. 

Better  ways  of  depicting  how  to  deploy  in  different  situations, 
facoiporation  of  a  reliable  hit/kill  indication  system, 
hicreased  drill  exercises. 

TVaiataig  in  esoploymeat  of  TOWs  and  Dragons. 
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OPPORRBSPONSBS 


TfwMam  Rogwun  DUtmtmaem 

The  training  program  differences^  which  the  OPFOR  players  discovered,  limited 
them  in  almost  every  sense.  The  rigid  didactic  obsession  to  control  everyth^  made 
them  appreciate  the  more  sophisticated  tactical  approach  followed  by  the  US  Force. 
Most  dramatic  was  the  use  of  high  speed  by  the  OPFOR  while  maintaining  control  over 
the  large  mass  formations.  Below  is  a  list  of  the  differences  the  OPFOR  pla]mrs  noted 
between  their  usual  training  and  training  to  play  an  OPFOR  unit. 

Use  of  different  tactical  formations. 

Employment  of  suppressive  fire. 

Conduct  of  operations  without  using  radio  communications. 

Use  of  flag  signals. 

Rigid  adherence  to  obeying  orders.  j 

Target  engagement  methods. 

Performance  of  tactical  moves  at  fast  speeds.  > 

Use  of  fastest  routes,  not  the  covered  and  concealed  routes. 

TVaining  in  the  way  the  Threat  thinks. 

No  use  of  personal  initiative. 

Employment  of  strict  formations  and  routes. 

Fire  only  within  the  assigned  sector  of  fire. 

Attack  with  no  evasive  maneuvering. 

Fire  on  the  move  instead  of  from  a  short  halt. 

Operation  with  only  one  radio  frequency. 

Change  of  combat  formations  while  maintaining  speed. 

Use  of  different  fire  commands. 

Employment  of  strict  fire  control  fwocedures. 

Use  of  the  gun  tube  for  orienting  fires. 


I 

i 

I 


imp««»»  «n  OPFOR  Job  PerforiMniCg 

Listed  below  are  some  of  the  tbhigs  which  an  OPFOR  player  must  do  differently 
from  a  US  player: 

Learn  different  combat  formations. 

Learn  different  tactics. 

Cannot  communicate  with  other  elements  (only  a  platoon  commander  can  do 
this). 

Not  allowed  to  capitalize  on  any  weaknesses  or  opportunitiesi  no  initiative 
whatsoever. 

Weapons  system  capabilities  were  range  limited  and  different  from  US 
systems. 

Cannot  break  formation  to  seek  cover. 

Company  commander's  orders  must  be  followed  to  the  letter. 

Flag  signals  were  different. 

Everything  done  by  the  book. 

Perform  under  buttoned-up  conditions. 

Operate  at  high  speeds. 

OPFOR  Training  ftoaram  Bnnihasto 

OPFOR  training  program  emphasis  was  placed  on  the  mechanics  of  emulating  the 
look  and  maneuver  of  a  Soviet  unit.  OPFOR  players  operated  in  a  highly  disciplined 
environment. 

Rigid  adherence  to  combat  formations. 

Maintenaace  of  proper  qieeds. 

Observation  of  flag  signals. 

IVoper  fire  commands. 

Obedience  to  all  orders  as  they  are  given. 

Fire  within  assigned  sectors. 

Fire  control  and  discipliae. 


34 


I 
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Adherence  to  safety  procedures. 
No  display  of  initiative. 


OPFOR^  View  of  fta  Own  Effectivenees 


OPFOR  effectiveness  was  characterized  by  its  q»eed  and  large»  well  controlled 
combat  formations.  Ihe  OPFOR  strengths  also  created  what  the  players  identified  as 
their  weaknesses.  The  lack  of  flexibility  in  their  combat  formations  made  them  easy 
targets.  They  charged  straight  and  deviated  less  from  the  original  attack  line  of 
direction. 


OPFOR*s  view  of  its  own  effecthreness 
Rapid  speeds  in  movement  to  contact. 

Coordination  of  large  scale  attack  formations. 

Volley  fire  against  an  identified  target. 

Maintenance  of  a  constant  speed  while  moving. 

Aggressive  behavior. 

Employment  of  maneuvering  elements. 

Use  of  suppressive  fire. 

Strict  adherence  to  maintenance  of  combat  formations. 
Ability  to  fire  on  the  move. 

OPFOR's  view  of  its  own  weaknesses 
Lack  of  good  communication. 

Control  of  fire  within  an  assigned  sector. 

Rigid  combat  formations. 

Lack  of  strong  leaderdiip. 

Combat  line  assaults. 

Poor  chain  of  command  in  an  emergency. 

Following  of  last  order  if  the  commander  became  a  casualty. 
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Use  of  tactic  of  charging  straight  at  an  opposing  force. 

Vehicles  that  always  exposed  themselves  too  much. 

Lack  of  evasive  maneuvering. 

Fighting  with  closed  hatches  (caused  them  to  detect  fewer  targets). 

OPFOR^  View  of  OS  Force  Kffectivesiess 

The  OPFOR  players  were  asked  what  things  the  US  Force  did  effectively.  Here  is 
what  they  listed: 

Rapid  displacement  between  firing  positions. 

Use  of  hit-and-run  tactics. 

Use  of  TOWs  to  cover  the  retrograde  of  tanks  and  LCVs. 

Application  of  cover  and  concealment. 

Selection  of  effective  firing  positions. 

Flexibility  in  reacting  to  the  OPFOR. 

Use  of  long  range  fire  of  TOWs  in  the  attack. 

Tried  to  engage  OPFOR  leaders  first. 

Rush-to-cover  tactics. 


OPFOR^  View  of  Obeerved  Improvements  in  US  Foece 

The  OPFOR  players  were  asked  to  list  any  improvements  which  the  US  Force  made 
in  their  performance  as  they  gained  more  experience. 

Began  to  react  differently  to  OPFOR  tactics  after  they  became  familiar  with 
them. 

Began  to  use  cover  and  concealment  to  better  advantage. 

Increased  the  q>eed  of  their  assault. 

Employed  more  long  range  fires. 

Sited  their  vehicles  in  good  hull-down  positions. 


Continued  the  mission  even  though  their  leader  became  a  casualty  (leaderdiip 
succession). 

Improved  coordination  between  elements. 

Employed  terrain  driving  technkpies. 
hnproved  hit-and-run  tactics. 


Miecellaneona 


Some  opinions  by  the  OPFOR  players  concerning  US  adaptability  in  countering  the 
OPFOR  were: 

It  to(d(  the  US  Force  quite  a  while  to  understand  OPFOR  tactics,  but  once  they 
did,  they  were  able  to  anticipate  what  the  OPFOR  was  going  to  do  next. 

IVaining  time  estimates  from  a  minimum  of  two  weeks  to  a  month  seem  to 
represent  the  time  required  to  develop  sufficient  experience  in  the  US  Force 
to  begin  countering  the  OPFOR. 

The  initial  daock  of  the  OPFOR  mass  would  bog  down  most  of  the  US  Force, 
but  then  they  would  adapt  and  do  welL 

OPFOR  tactics  always  seemed  to  surprise  the  US  Force  if  the  attack  was 
made  from  a  flank  or  oblique  line  of  approach. 

(Authors'  Note:  The  range  and  scope  of  responses  were  obviously  diversified,  coimidering 
that  they  came  from  platoon  commanders,  vehicle  commanders,  and  crewmen.  The 
information  gained  from  those  interviews  indicate  that  learning  was  taking  place  for  both 
the  US  and  OPFOR  players.) 

OPFOR  Opfadwis  About  Their  Own  and  US  Forceh 
Strengths  and  Weataiesaee 

TMmb  OPFOR  did  well 

Fired  on  the  move  at  high  speeds* 

Had  good  control  over  all  vehicles. 

Rigidly  controlled  ffare  in  their  sector  and  used  platoon  volley  fire. 

Positioned  the  T-7Zs  (simulated)  where  they  had  good  fields  of  fire. 

Portrayed  the  role  of  the  OPFOR  welL 
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TMip  ns  Fo*c>  did  well 

Kept  the  TOWs  out  of  OPFOR  range. 

Used  Coigierhead  and  TOW  welL  TOWs  engaged  at  3000  while  rest  of  the  US 
vehicles  waited  for  closer  engagement  ranges. 

1 

Made  maximum  use  of  cover  and  concealment. 

Some  vehicles  could  pull  up,  fire,  and  back  down  before  counterfire 
could  react. 

Started  to  employ  Dragons  on  the  flanks. 

Common  miatakea  hr  OPFOR 

Did  not  utilise  the  firepower  of  the  ZSU  23-4  against  ground  targets. 

Did  not  change  firing  positions  often  enough. 

Vehicles  fired  out  of  firing  sectors  without  permission. 

Tended  to  open  fire  too  soon. 

Failed  to  mass  fire  on  priority  targets. 

I 

Did  not  shift  sectors  of  fire  fast  enough  to  engage  US  Force. 

I  Large  amounts  of  dead  space  in  the  defensive  sectors  due  to  poor 

fighting  position  selection. 

I  Could  not  fire  at  targets  of  opportunity  if  it  was  not  in  the  OPFOR 

vehicle's  sector  of  fire. 

) 
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Chiipter4 

SUMMARY  OF  COMBAT  MISSDNS:  LSSSONS  LXARMBD 


TUs  chapter  presents  a  suDmary^  of  US/OPFOR  players'  responses  concerning  the 
three  combat  missions  conducted  during  the  ARMVAL  experimental  trials.  The  three 
combat  missions  performed  by  the  US  Force  were:  (1)  Establish  a  Blocking  Position,  (2) 
Friendly  Attack,  and  (3)  Friendly  Defense.  A  dtort  scenario  is  presented  with  each 
mission  to  establish  a  reference  framework  for  the  reader. 

Some  general  comments  concerning  employment  of  the  Lightweight  Combat  Vehicle 
(LCV)  hare  been  retained.  Specific  comments  regarding  the  LCV  and  derelopmental 
tactics  hare  been  withheld  from  this  report. 

Using  realistic  tactical  scenarios,  the  three  major  experiments  consisted  of  a 
number  of  two-sided,  force-on-force  engagements.  Within  each  experiment  there  were  a 
number  of  trials  in  which  different  mixes  of  weapons  systems  were  raried  to  test  the 
effectireness  of  different  force  compositions.  The  major  objectire  of  ARMVAL  was  to 
eraluate  the  contribution  of  the  LCV  to  the  effectireness  of  forces  engaging  in  combat 
missions. 

The  LCV  was  employed  in  a  maimer  which  would  maximize  to  the  utmost  its  agility 
and  firepower  while  minimizing  the  ruhaerability  of  its  light  armor.  A  force  ratio  of  4:1 
was  selected,  in  faror  of  the  attacker,  to  proride  sufficient  targets  on  the  battlefield,  b 
order  to  make  an  assessment  of  the  LCV,  combat  operations  were  conducted,  first  using 
current  antiarmor  systems  to  obtain  baseline  data,  and  then  with  the  LCV  subitituted  for 
current  weapons  systems. 

The  OPFOR  was  portrayed  by  Army  and  Marine  personnel.  FORSCOM's  Opposing 
Force  Training  Detachment,  Red  Thrust,  located  at  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  assisted  in  the 
derelopment  of  a  Threat  training  program  for  test  persoimel  portraying  the  OFFOR.  The 
OPFOR  used  conyentional  equipment  to  simulate  Warsaw  Pact  weapons  systems.  The 
Marines  used  their  own  LVTP-7  amphibious  personnel  carrier  (AMTRAC)  in  the  test 
experiments. 

The  LCV  concept  eehicle  was  deyeloped  by  modifying  the  M551  Sheridan  to  ghre  it 
greater  speed,  mobility,  and  agility.  The  LCV  is  light  in  weight,  with  an  improved 
suqtension  system,  high  horsepower-to-weight  ratio  and  an  advanced  fire  control  system. 
The  LCV  we^hs  only  &  tons  and  can  move  from  a  standing  start  to  30  mph  in  7.5  seconds 
and  can  reach  qieeds  iqi  to  60  mph. 

The  tactical  scenario  for  the  first  misMon  was  as  follows: 
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EXPERIMENT!.  FRIENDLY 
ESTABUSH  A  BLOCKING  POSITION 


Scenario.  A  friendly  infantry  poaition  (reinforced)^  as  part  of  a 
larger  helicopter  assault  force,  has  been  inserted  into  the 
Amphibious  Objective  Area  (OAO)  to  establidi  a  blocking  position 
to  deny  OPFOR  reinforcement  from  the  south.  An  OPFOR  tank 
battalion,  as  the  advance  guard  of  a  motorized  rifle  regiment,  is 
ordered  to  eliminate  the  blocking  force  that  is  moving  into 
position. 

a.  Friendly  Mission:  Establish  a  blocking  position  and  deny 
OPFOR  movement  into  the  AOA. 

b.  Friendly  Force}  The  Friendly  Force  consists  of  a  reinforced 
Infantry  platoon  equipped  with  medium  assault  weapons  (MAWs) 
and  heayy  assault  weapons  (HAWs).  They  are  supported  by  "on 
call"  indirect  fires.  The  Friendly  Force  will  not  have  tanks  or 
armored  personnel  carriers  (APCs),  but  will  have  light  weight 
vehicles  (LCVs)  that  will  be  an  integral  part  of  the  force. 


SECTION  I:  US  FORCE  PLAYER  RESPONSES 

Section  I  contains  all  the  responses  the  US  players  made  concerning  each  of  the 
three  combat  missions.  They  were  first  asked  to  compare  US  and  OPFOR  tactics  used 
during  the  blocking  position  mission.  Their  responses  fell  into  three  distinct  categories. 
The  first  category  is  a  list  of  descriptors  which  characterize  the  tactics  used,  the  second 
category  is  conc^ions  about  the  mission  based  upon  their  experience  at  ARMVAL  in 
performing  the  mission,  and  the  third  category  is  recommendations  for  improving  the 
tactics. 


PS  Force  Tacttari  Characterigtics 
fkaring  the  ftorkliig  MiasioB 

Hit  and  run — never  stayed  in  one  place. 

Ol^ective  was  to  slow  down  and  harrass  the  OPFOR. 

US  Force  qpread  its  forces  more  than  the  OPFOR. 

US  Force  shot  from  standoff  ranges. 

US  Force  performed  well,  e^cially  in  the  defense. 

LCVs  stayed  too  long  in  one  position. 

US  Force  used  a  minimum  of  men  and  equipment  to  fi^t  a  delay. 
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OPFOR  would  win  if  it  was  a  real-life  situation. 


US  Force  diould  not  have  tried  to  take  mit  the  OPFOR  all  at  once. 

OPFOR  was  forced  to  deploy  into  their  combat  attack  formation,  which  did 
buy  more  time  for  the  US  Force. 


Could  use  more  artillery  to  stop  the  OPFOR  advance. 

TOWs  diould  be  able  to  fire  more  than  one  shot  before  falling  back. 

An  ambush  type  blocking  force  would  be  better  than  a  head-on  confrontation. 

hisure  that  the  OPFOR  combat  outpost  patrol  is  knocked  out.  This  results  in 
mass  confusion  for  the  OPFOR's  main  body. 

It  would  be  better  to  get  behind  the  OPFOR  and  fire  at  them  as  they  move 
forward. 

Should  have  better  coordination  between  tanks  and  TOWs  for  covering 
withdrawal  (escape)  routes. 

OPFOR  TacUcal  Chmyeterlattca 
Durtag  t^  ftocidiig  Mfsatom 

OPFOR  believed  in  an  overwhelming  superiority  of  mass. 

OPFOR  believed  in  showing  force. 

OPFOR  attacked  straight  at  US  Force  in  a  combat  line. 

OPFOR  appeared  confused  until  they  located  the  US  Force.  Once  US  positions 
were  located,  they  put  out  everything. 

Set  up  a  base  of  fire,  then  enveloped  or  moved  on  line  and  assault. 

Ihey  did  not  stop  even  when  open  to  being  destroyed. 

Used  a  straight  attack  with  no  evasive  maneuvering. 


OPFOR  did  not  use  land  tactics. 


41 


OPPOR  frontal  attack  expoaed  them  to  excessive  losses. 

OFFOR  tactics  could  take  over  a  position  quickly. 

OPFOR  would  evmtually  overrun  its  opposition. 

OFFOR  is  sure  to  win  if  they  outnumber  their  opposition. 

OPFOR  did  not  use  good  tactics,  took  too  many  losses. 

Recomniendathina  by  OS  Fosce 

Can't  be  stationary,  must  be  able  to  move  and  hit  OPFOR  from  all  sides  at 
once. 

US  Force  must  use  cover  and  concealment  to  beat  the  OPFOR. 

US  Foece  Opinions  About  Their  Own  and  the 
OPFOR^  Strengths  and  Weakneeses 

The  players  were  asked  to  list  those  things  that  both  forces  performed  well  and 
then  to  list  the  mistakes  they  made. 

Things  US  Force  did  weU 
Used  target  firing  priorities. 

Team  coordination  was  accomplished  weU. 

Used  cover  and  concealment. 

Establidied  good  firing  positions. 

TOWs  did  an  outstanding  job  in  neutralising  the  OPFOR. 

Used  suppressive  fire. 

Tid—  OPFOR  did  well 
Laid  down  a  good  base  of  fire. 

TVied  to  stay  concealed  until  they  were  close  and  then  attacked  at  high  iqieed. 

Used  good  hull-down  positions. 
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Attacked  like  a  metal  rolling  wall. 

Rate  of  advance  was  fast. 

Commoa  rnfatakee  by  US  Force 

Displaced  too  slowly  against  the  OPFOR's  fut  advance. 

Skylined  vehicles  for  long  periods  of  time. 

Exposed  vehicles  during  movement. 

Commoo  miatakea  by  OPFOR 

Lack  of  initiative  to  take  any  independent  action. 

OPFOR  constantly  did  the  same  thing,  did  not  use  tactics. 

Msdntained  tight  formations  while  moving  over  exposed  ground. 

Used  column  formation  too  much.  When  lead  vehicle  was  hit,  the  rest  would 
continue  on  same  avenue  of  approach  like  a  column  of  ducks. 

US  Forcei  Changes  in  Operational  Tedhnhniies 
Over  Time 

The  US  players  listed  those  things  which  they  had  to  change  to  be  more  effective 
against  the  OPFOR. 

Moved  much  faster. 

Learned  to  use  the  terrain  better. 

Started  to  ambush  more. 

Changed  positioning  of  ATGMs,  moved  from  hilltops  and  placed  on  slopes. 

Displaced  quicker  with  diqylacement  positions  further  apart, 
hicreaaed  distance  between  weqpons  systems. 

Became  more  cautious. 

Started  to  use  individual  initiative* 

Started  to  stress  better  cover  and  concealment. 


43 


I 

nn  PS  Mb  FBrformiice 

Reqranses  were  varied  on  what  changes  were  made  in  job  performance  daring  the 
blocking  position  mission.  The  basic  job  structure  did  not  appear  to  be  affected. 
Regular  training  did  not  entail  working  with  as  many  people  and  vehicles. 

ARMVAL  training  was  more  realistic  and  challenging. 

We  had  to  try  harder. 

A  real-life  situation  motivated  more  than  battle  simulations. 

Much  more  control  was  exercised  over  the  TOWs. 

Carriers  were  just  taxis  for  the  Dragon  team;  no  impact  on  driver's  job, 
created  a  measure  of  boredom. 


Leseons  Learned  Abeot  Themeelves  and  the  OPFOR 

Ihe  US  Force  was  asked  to  list  the  major  things  they  had  learned  from  conducting 
this  type  of  mission. 

Leaeoaa  learned  about  themeelvwa 

! 

*  Had  to  work  as  a  team  to  succeed. 

i 

Maintained  attack  momentum,  otherwise  OPFOR  would  kill  us. 

Used  all  our  weapons. 

Used  cover  and  concealment. 

Learned  how  each  section  or  squad  operated. 

Had  to  know  beforehand  the  quickest  and  best  way  to  diq;>lace. 

Tended  to  overexpose  ourselves. 

Were  susceptible  to  artillery  fire  (especially  MAWs  and  HAWs). 

Commands  changed  when  in  battle. 

Were  vastly  outnumbered. 

Central  control  of  TOWs  did  not  seem  to  work  well;  TOW  personnel  were 
trained  to  be  self-sufficient. 
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La— 0—  learned  riioat  the  OPPOR 

OPFOR  continued  to  move  forward  even  when  attacked  by  Dragons. 

OPFOR  moved  rapidly  before  and  after  contact  was  made. 

Used  suppressive  fire  very  efffectively. 

OPFOR  was  very  vulnerable  as  they  moved  in  the  (^en  and  in  rigid  formations. 
OPFOR  establidied  a  strong  defensive  system. 

Had  to  be  extremely  alert  or  we  may  not  have  seen  the  vehicle  that  diot  at  us. 


EXPERIMENT  H. 

FRIENDLY  ATTACK 

Scenario.  Friendly  Forces  landing  across  the  beach  have  linked  up 
with  helibome  forces.  This  force  is  equipped  with  tanks,  heavy 
assault  weapons  (HAWs),  medium  assault  weapons  (MAWs),  armored 
personnel  carriers  (APCs),  and  light  weight  combat  vehicles  (LCVs) 
and  is  now  engaged  in  conducting  operations  against  OPFOR 
pockets  of  resistance. 

^  Friendly  Mission;  To  attack  OPFOR  defensive  positions  and 
eliminate  the  OPFOR  resistance  within  the  Amphibious  Objective 
Area  (OAO). 

b.  Frien^v  Force:  The  Friendly  Force  consists  of  a  tank 
company  (-)  reinforced  with  MAWs  and  HAWs,  APCs,  LCVs  and 
supported  by  "on  call”  indirect  fires. 


The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  US  Attack  Mission  as  seen  through  the  experience 
of  the  US  Force.  Our  tactics  appear  to  be  less  regimented  than  the  OPFOR’s,  more 
flexible,  and  much  more  cautious. 


US  Force  Tactical  Characteristics 
During  the  Attadt  Mjesiqu 

US  tactics  were  typified  as  being  extremely  cautious  in  looking  for  the 
OPFOR. 

Tactics  worked  well  after  a  reconnaissance  had  been  effected. 

Individuals  just  used  their  own  initiative  in  using  US  tactics.  If  something 
went  wrong,  action  was  taken  in  accordance  with  the  problem. 
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L««dwdiip  was  diown  down  to  the  level  6t  the  individual  tanki  as  compared  to 
OFFOR  leaderdi^  which  remained  at  much  higher  levels. 

US  tactics  were  more  like  a  dadi-to-cover  type  of  attadc,  durh^  which 
siqipressive  fire  was  placed  on  the  objective. 

US  used  evasive  maneuvering. 

US  tactics  were  characterised  by  speed*  maneuverability  and  accuracy. 

Used  a  lot  of  communication. 

Relied  on  getting  to  the  target  by  means  of  fire  and  maneuver. 

Used  cover  and  concealment. 

Tanks  were  employed  to  the  front*  TOWs  to  the  flanks*  and  carriers  with 
Dragons  to  the  rear. 

Took  everything  into  consideration  before  moving  forward. 

Our  basic  tactic  was  to  use  a  base  of  fire  and  an  enveloping  force. 


US  Force  did  not  use  preplanned  maneuvering  in  working  with  artillery* 
Dragons*  etc. 

US  tactics  were  about  as  good  as  they  can  be. 

No  one  knew  what  to  do  when  the  OPFOR  overran  the  strongpoint. 

The  US  platoon  that  attacked  appeared  to  sustain  fewer  losses  than  the  US 
platoon  in  the  base  of  fire. 

Our  tactics  were  better  because  we  did  not  diow  ourselves  as  much. 

LCVs  were  very  effective  when  used  as  a  base  of  fire  or  in  the  suppressive  fire 
role. 

Our  whole  attack  was  keyed  on  unit  co<«diaation.  tt  the  coordination  between 
the  attacking  force  and  suppressive  force  was  good*  the  attack  was  succeasfuL 
Coordination  is  the  main  factor  in  succeeding. 

US  tactics  seemed  to  be  planned  better  than  OPFOR  tactics. 


(Autiiors*  Note!  OPFOR  defensive  tactics  were  fairly  simple  and  forthiHIlht* 
prepared  their  positions  well  and  then  waited.  When  attackiim  an  OPFOR  defimslv.) 


position,  what  was  of  utmost  importance  was  knowledge  of  how  much  they  were  prepared 
in  depth.  The  initial  positions  were  just  the  frosting  on  the  cake,  and  they  did  not 
represent  the  whole  scheme  of  things.  It  is  important  for  US  Forces  to  understand  these 
factors  or  else  they  could  be  misled  by  our  representation  of  an  OPFOR  Threat  defensive 
posture.) 


Recommendatioiis  by  US  Force 

Need  more  antitank  weapons  systems. 

Our  infantry  should  be  better  armed  so  they  can  stand  up  to  armor,  hifantry 
fighting  vehicles  have  little  defense  against  OPFOR  tanks. 

Should  employ  more  artillery. 

Our  base  of  fire  should  be  strengthened  as  the  attacking  unit  lost  too  many  of 
its  vehicles. 

We  should  develop  new  evasive  maneuvers  to  reduce  our  casualty  rates. 

All  TOWs  should  be  used  in  overwatch  so  they  can  view  the  entire  battle  area. 

LCVs  should  employ  more  evasive  techniques  to  make  them  more  difficult  to 
hit. 

If  the  infantry  were  better  armed,  the  OPFOR's  first  echelon  could  be  blunted. 

OPFOR  Tkctical  Characteristics 
During  the  Attack  Mission 

No  attempt  was  made  to  use  evasive  maneuvers  or  to  move  over  open  ground. 
They  did  not  fire  outside  their  assigned  sectors  of  fire. 

Used  a  dug-in  defense  which  made  it  difficult  to  knock  them  out. 

Never  moved  on  defense. 

Used  good  cover  and  concealment  on  defense;  their  hull-down  positions  were 
excellent. 

No  small  unit  leaders. 

Did  not  use  a  base  of  fire. 

Commander  was  not  in  a  good  position  to  control. 

Burying  vehicles  in  defensive  positions  proved  very  effective  for  the  OPFOR. 


OPFOR  actions  were  always  predictable  after  contact  was  made. 

Could  not  knock  out  all  their  vehicles;  there  were  too  many. 

They  had  a  massive  firepower  advantage  over  us. 
bterlocking  fields  of  fire  on  defense  were  good. 

The  use  of  pre-dug,  hull-down  defensive  positions  on  the  same  line  or  back 
50-100  meters  from  their  initial  positicms  did  not  give  up  much  ground;  they 
did  not  move. 

Premature  firing  disclosed  their  firing  positions. 

Found  it  difficult  to  believe  that  the  OPFOR  would  expose  themselves 
needlessly. 

A  forward  slope  defense  seemed  absurd. 

If  the  OPFOR  had  no  boundaries,  we  would  have  been  in  deep  trouble. 


Recommendations  bv  US  Force 


(No  recommendations  made.) 


US  Force 


OPFOR^ 


About  Their  Own  and  the 


The  US  Force  listed  the  following  things  which  were  done  well  by  both  the  US  and 
OPFOR  and  those  things  which  were  the  most  common  mistakes. 


>  US  Force  did  well 


Formations  were  very  good. 

« 

Used  cover  and  concealment  to  best  advantage. 
Siq>pressive  fire  technique  was  employed  well. 
TOWs  and  Dragons  were  employed  weU. 

Used  LCVs  as  base  of  suppressive  fire. 

Employed  weapons  at  maximum  standoff  ranges. 


Were  accurate  with  the  various  weapons  systems. 
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lUaat  OPFOR  did  weM 

When  they  located  a  target,  they  took  it  under  fire  with  Z-3  tanks. 

Their  dug-in  positions  were  excellent;  could  only  see  the  main  gun  barrels. 
OPFOR  gunners  were  excellent  in  getting  hits. 


Commop  mistakes  by  US  Force 

Lack  of  good  planning  and  poor  execution  of  the  plan  resulted  in  too  many 
tanks  being  killed. 

Poor  mass  fire  coordination  on  priority  targets;  fired  only  a  few  rounds  and 
then  moved  out  to  other  positions. 

Failed  to  conduct  a  coordinated  attack;  attacked  by  sections  (either  tank  or 
LCV)  and  then  neutralized  one  section,  then  started  in  on  the  next  section. 

Some  vehicles  got  lost  due  to  a  failure  to  perform  high  speed  land  navigation 
welL 

Tended  to  maneuver  too  slow. 

Lack  of  good  communications. 

Did  not  take  full  advantage  of  cover  and  concealment;  tended  to  move  in  the 
open  too  much. 

Vehicles  tended  to  bunch-up  during  maneuvering. 


Common  mistakes  by  OPFOR 

Used  no  initiative.  When  leaders  got  hit,  they  did  only  what  their  last  order 
told  them  to  do. 

Did  not  use  evasive  maneuverh^  techniques,  nor  did  they  attempt  to  use  any 
cover  or  concealment. 

Depended  too  much  on  their  leaders. 

Did  not  use  enough  tactics. 

(Authors'  Note:  OPFOR  mistakes  as  identified  by  the  players  tended  to  be  the  same 
across  different  missions.  A  major  fault  of  US  Forces  centered  around  problems  of 
command  and  control.  As  the  US  Force  gained  more  experience,  these  types  of  problems 
appeared  to  diminish,  as  indicated  by  the  changes  which  were  made  by  the  US  Force.) 


USFc«c««  Ch—M  til  Opwtkiaal  TBrlwiB—i 
Orer  Hme 

Coordination  between  the  suppressive  element  and  the  maneuver  element 
improved. 

Everything  was  accomplidied  in  a  more  professional  manner. 

Our  forces  diowed  more  aggressiveness. 

Began  to  use  the  terrain  more  to  our  advantage;  better  use  of  cover  and 
concealment. 

Began  to  tise  different  plans  of  attack. 

Movement  was  quicker  and  better. 

Vehicle  commanders  controlled  their  vehicles  more. 

Started  to  attack  from  multiple  directions. 

Emphasized  target  priorities  (OPFOR  tanks  were  primary  targets). 

Used  LCVs  to  envelop  the  OPFOR. 

Reduced  attack  across  open  ground. 

Increased  volume  of  fire. 

Positioned  TOWs  out  of  OPFOR  tank  ranges. 

Displaced  to  greater  distances. 

Expanded  area  of  operations. 


lawact  tm  US  Job  ffarformance 

Job  performance  was  much  expanded  and  more  demanding  as  a  result  of  a 
competitive  OPFOR.  Introqiectioa  of  one's  job  ^>peared  to  be  heightened  as  a  result  of 
such  field  exercises. 

LCV  jobs  required  more  speed  in  performance,  for  example,  driving  skills  were 
more  demanding,  driver  had  to  1m  more  alert  in  picking  the  best  cover  and 
positions. 

Driver  of  the  LCV  had  to  be  able  to  select  positions  where  the  vehicle  could 
get  a  quicker  start  when  it  moved. 

Job  performance  had  to  be  quicker  due  to  the  large  number  of  targets. 
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Being  fired  upon  by  lasers  made  us  think  and  plan  what  to  do  next. 

Had  to  be  more  aware  of  what  was  going  on. 

Had  to  search  more  for  good  cover  and  concealment. 

Used  SAGGER  drills  when  we  came  to  an  opening  where  we  were  exposed. 

Tactical  formations  were  more  realistic  (during  the  ARMVAL  test)  which 
encouraged  more  precision  in  performance. 

Having  a  realistic  hit/kill  simulation  added  to  the  realism. 

Closest  to  combat  familiarisation  you  can  get. 

Gave  us  a  chance  to  maneuver  with  a  large  force.  Our  regular  training  was 
only  at  the  platoon  level,  and  we  only  trained  3-4  days  out  of  each  month. 

LVTP-7  crewmembers  did  much  the  same  job,  no  matter  what  the  mission  was 
during  the  ARMVAL  test. 

T  BBsrms  Learned  About  Hmssaelves  and  the  OPFOR 


It  is  interesting  to  note  that  one  of  the  responses  below  indicates  the  feeling  of 
performing  defensive  actions  within  an  attack  mission.  It  appears  that  a  defensive 
mind-set  is  one  of  the  results  of  US  training.  Major  lessons  learned  are  listed  below. 


Used  small  units  or  sections,  all  moving  toward  the  same  objective. 
Maintained  a  defensive  posture,  even  in  the  attack. 

Siould  move  tactically. 

Placed  a  lot  of  emphasis  on  the  base  of  fire. 

Learned  the  capaMlities  and  limitations  of  our  equipment  and  tactics. 
Learned  how  to  use  our  weapons  systems  better. 

Carriers  should  have  had  TOWs  mounted  on  Uiem. 

Needed  to  improve  our  command  and  control  to  effect  better  coordfaiation. 
Learned  what  we  could  do  to  the  OPFOR  in  combat. 
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theOPFOR 


They  all  worked  together  with  one  thing  in  mind— *to  get  to  the  objecthre. 
They  all  had  the  same  mission  and  moved  together,  using  a  hi|^  volume  of  fire 
from  each  vehicle. 

OPFOR  used  no  initiative,  but  were  aggressive.  They  followed  the  leader's 
orders. 

On  defense,  their  dug-in  defensive  positions  were  good  against  a  ground 
attack.  Made  it  difficult  to  pick  out  targets. 

Learned  how  the  OPFOR  might  operate  in  a  defensive  posture. 

One  of  their  weaknesses  was  that  they  could  not  fire  outside  their  assigned 
sector  of  fire. 

Would  now  know  what  to  do  against  them,  if  we  had  to  fight  them.  Know  how 
they  move  and  how  to  attack  them. 

By  operating  buttoned-up,  they  had  diffictilty  in  detecting  air  support. 

OPFOR  continued  to  move  when  receiving  fire. 

OPFOR  tanks  did  not  provide  mutual  support  for  each  other. 

OPFOR  could  be  beaten. 


EXPERIMENT  m 
FRIENDLY  DEFENSE 


Scenario  A  Friendly  Force  landing  on  the  beach  continues  to 
conduct  Unk-up  operatkms  adth  the  belibome  force  inland.  The 
forward  edge  of  the  battle  area  (FEBA)  has  been  established 
within  the  force  beachhead  line  (FBHL)  and  an  infantry  platoon 
(reinforced)  ocCTyles  a  300-500  meter  portion  of  the  perimeter 
frontage.  An  OITOR  motorised  rifle  battalion  reinforced  with  a 
tank  company  is  ordered  to  penetrate  the  FEBA  and  seise  ol^ec- 
tives  within  the  FBBL. 

a.  PMandhr  Miseleni  To  establish  defensive  positions  to  deny 
OPfX>R  psMtratloa  of  the  FEBA. 

b.  Frtandiv  Fotcy  Urn  Friendly  Force  cosisists  of  an  infantry 
platoon  veinforeeo  srith  tanks,  medium  assault  weqmna  (MAWs), 
heavy  assault  weapons  (RAWi0,  Ught  combat  vehiclm  (LCVri,  and 
supported  by  "on  call*  direct  fh^ 
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The  player*  mentioned  aimilaritiea  between  the  defense  missimi  and  the  blodcing 
mission  (Qcperiment  Q.  In  both  cases,  forces  were  sent  out  to  gain  contact  and  then  fell 
back  due  to  OPFOR  pressure. 

IVying  to  reduce  the  large  force  to  improve  the  ratio  was  one  ot  the  most  serious  of 
US  problems,  even  with  the  long  range  support  fires  of  TOWs.  Retrograde  movements 
were  probably  the  most  difficult  to  conduct  and  with  the  strong  OPFOR  inwMure,  it  was 
made  even  more  difficult.  Hie  OPFOR  movements  did  not  change  much  in  this  type  of 
mission.  They  still  lined  up  and  charged  at  high  speeds.  Here  is  how  the  US  Force 
characterised  their  own  tactics  and  the  OPFOR's. 


US  Force  Tectical  Charncterietics 
Dnriag  the  Defease  Ujssioa 

Employed  weapons  systems  at  maximum  ranges. 

Company  tactics  were  delegated  down  to  platoon  or  sections. 

Used  TOWs  and  Dragons  for  support  fires. 

Unit  in  contact  di^laced  at  1500  meters. 

Stayed  in  position  too  long  before  pulling  back. 


We  did  not  dig  in  like  the  OPFOR. 

OPFOR  movement  was  basically  the  same  for  this  experiment. 

There  were  too  many  OPFOR  vehicles  to  handle. 

We  kept  losing  ground  and  were  finally  overrun. 

In  the  TOW  section,  job  performance  between  the  Meeting  Engagement  and 
Defense  was  virtually  the  same. 

LCVs  were  too  fast  to  receive  any  accurate  fire  and  worked  weU. 

If  we  knocked  out  the  first  2>3  tanks,  the  OPFOR  became  confused. 

Our  tactics  were  more  flexible. 

Tbe  combat  outpost  should  have  decimated  the  OPFOR  as  much  as  possible 
before  reaching  the  defensive  positions. 


Reco»ad«*fa— tis  Force 
We  need  more  firepower. 

Our  tactics  need  some  revision;  we  cannot  occupy  ground  and  keep  falling 
back. 

OITOR  Tkcttosl  Chatacteriatlca 
During  the  Defease  kHision 

Stayed  in  the  open  and  moved  with  fast  speeds. 

Had  more  firepower. 

Moved  into  a  combat  line  and  attacked  in  waves. 

Had  no  maneuverability. 

Did  not  use  cover  or  concealment. 

Tended  to  bunch-up  with  that  number  of  vehicles. 


OPFOR  knew  what  to  do,  had  one  tactic,  and  one  doctrine. 

OPFOR  had  a  hard  time  getting  hits  while  moving  at  fast  speeds. 

Tliey  were  easy  targets. 

OPFOR  tactics  were  effective  due  to  our  tactic  of  continually  falling  back. 
OPFOR  used  the  same  tactics  all  the  time. 

Racoi— Mgartn—  OPFOR 

(No  recommendations  were  made.) 


Hm  thliiis  wUrii  the  US  Force  did  well  during  this  misrion  were  the  some  adage 
they  did  well  in  the  previous  two  missions. 
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Used  team  work  within  platoons,  used  terrain  and  concentrated  fire. 

Used  fire  and  maneuver  welL 
Displaced  using  high  qmeds. 

Decimated  OPFOR  lead  vehicles  well. 

I^vided  good  suppressive  fires. 

Attained  a  good  number  of  OPFOR  kills.  ^ 

Thtmf  OPFOR  did  wen 

Used  their  fast  diooters  well,  more  accurate  and  faster. 

Employed  their  superior  firepower  well. 

Maneuver  speeds  were  fast. 

Attacking  with  a  large  mass  was  effective. 

Employed  Soviet  doctrine  accurately. 

Common  mistakes  hr  PS  Force 

Ihe  mistakes  made  were  repeated  throu^out  all  missions.  The  use  of  cover  and 
concealment  by  US  Forces  could  have  been  better  as  well  as  having  better  coordination 
between  elements. 

Stayed  in  one  position  too  long. 

Did  not  use  cover  and  concealment. 

Disengaged  too  late  from  the  combat  outpost  positions. 

Used  improper  hull-down  fighting  positions. 

Did  not  know  what  to  do  when  things  went  wrong. 

Lacked  coordination  between  base  of  fire  and  enveloping  forces. 

Incorrect  selection  of  positions  for  the  TOW. 

Too  many  broken  plans  due  to  poor  coordination. 
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OPFOR  tactic*  were  dictated  by  curreat  Threat  doctriae  aad  could  aot  be  chaaged 
by  the  players.  Mistakes  by  the  OPFOR  actually  represeated  lessoas  learned  about  the 
Tbreat. 

Used  ao  cover  aad  coacealmeat. 

Evea  whea  usii^  dug-ia  positioas»  vehicles  were  still  eiq^osed. 

Attacked  without  usiag  fire  aad  maaeuver. 

Attacked  with  all  vehicles  at  the  same  time. 

Poor  diqtersioa  of  vehicles;  teaded  to  buach<*up  as  they  moved. 

Moved  ia  exposed  combat  formatioas. 

Used  ao  evasive  maaeuvering. 


US  Forcer  rTi  sages  ia  Oeeratkmal 
OveeHam 

US  Forces  learned  to  use  the  terrain  to  a  better  advaatage  aad  learned  to  employ 
their  forces  ia  a  more  flexible  fa^oa. 

Started  to  use  dif  fereat  tactics  aad  formatioas. 

Stayed  away  from  opea  spaces. 

Chaaged  displacemeat  times,  started  to  move  earlier. 

Used  all  elemeats  to  a  greater  exteat. 

Allowed  the  iadivldual  taak  commaaders  to  select  their  positioas  withia  aa 
assigaed  sector. 

Started  to  use  complete  hull-dowa  positioas. 

Moved  elemeats  to  gala  better  flaakiag  diots. 

Became  more  mobile  ia  employmeat. 

Employed  more  hit-*aad*rua  tactics. 

iwwci  o  VP  jop  ymw—o 

Speed  seemed  to  be  a  major  factor  ia  Job  Impact.  Tadw  such  as  drlviag  aad  firiag  oa 
the  move  had  apood  aa  aa  iategral  part  of  their  perfbrmaace. 


hemam  Lenaad  About  HmmoHm  aad  tbe  OFFOR 

Lmwio  looiaed  about  tbomoehroo  ] 

The  US  defensive  positioning  allowed  a  much  greater  latitude  for  movement 
within  the  defensive  position  than  the  OPFOR  allowed. 

US  took  their  objective  by  fire  and  maneuver. 

US  Force  could  not  service  that  many  targets. 

Employed  TOWs  and  Dragons  to  their  maximum  advantage. 

US  Force  was  a  combined  arms  team. 

We  diould  displace  at  1000-1500  meters. 

Our  disengagement  speeds  were  too  slow. 

Needed  more  weapons  at  the  company  level  to  counter  the  OPFOR. 

Leaaoas  lasraed  about  the  OPFOR 
OPFOR  attacked  completely  different  than  we  did. 

OPFOR  was  always  dug-in  well. 

Attacked  in  massi  using  speed  and  firepower. 

Destroy  their  leaders  and  the  attack  will  stop. 

They  accepted  high  losses. 


SECTION  Rs  OPFOR  PLATER  RESPONSES 


The  short  tactical  scenarios  will  be  given  in  this  section  to  provide  continuity  and  to 
act  as  reference,  if  needed. 


EXPERIMENT  L  FRIENDLY 
ESTABLISH  A  BLOCKING  POSITION 

Scenario.  A  friendly  infantry  position  (reinforced),  as  part  of  a 
larger  helicopter  assault  force,  has  been  inaerted  into  the 
Afl^hibioos  Objective  Area  (AOA)  to  establish  a  blocking  positioa 
to  deny  OPFOR  reinforcement  from  the  south.  An  OPTOR  tank 
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battalion,  as  the  advance  guard  of  a  motorized  rifle  regiment,  is 
ordered  to  eliminate  the  blocking  force  that  is  moving  into 
position. 

a.  Friendly  Mission:  Establish  a  blocking  position  and  deny  OPFOR 
movement  into  the  AO  A. 

b.  Friendly  Force;  The  Friendly  Force  consists  of  a  reinforced 
infantry  platoon  equipped  with  medium  assault  weapons  (MAWs), 
and  heavy  assault  weapons  (HAWs).  They  are  supported  by 
*on-call*  indirect  fires.  The  Friendly  Force  will  not  have  tanks  or 
armored  personnel  carriers  (APCs),  but  will  have  light  weight 
vehicles  (LCVs)  that  will  be  an  integral  part  of  the  force. 


The  OPFOR  players'  reqranses  are  formatted  the  same  as  the  US  players'  reqponses. 
Here  is  how  they  compared  US/OPFOR  tactics  on  the  first  mission: 


OPFOR  Tactical  Characteriatfcs 
During  the  IBofMag  Mission 

Always  sent  out  a  combat  reconnaissance  patrol  (CRP)  of  one  platoon  of  tanks 
about  three  minutes  ahead  of  the  main  body.  Upon  contact,  they  fixed  the 
enemy  until  the  main  body  moved  to  their  objective. 

Moved  at  a  rapid  pace  and  only  used  terrain  if  it  was  in  their  path. 

Did  not  stop  unless  killed  or  to  fire  BMP  "spigot”  round  from  a  diort  halt. 

Fired  on  the  move  imtil  all  vehicles  were  in  line. 

Stayed  in  column  until  contact  was  made,  then  moved  into  combat  formation. 

Once  combat  formation  was  executed,  the  maneuver  was  straight  ahead; 
overrun  or  get  killed. 

Mostly  column  and  combat  line  formations  were  used. 

Had  to  fire  only  at  targets  that  appeared  within  their  sector  of  fire. 

Could  not  stop  and  diqilace  but  had  to  move  in  a  straight  ahead  pattern. 


^edictable  formations  made  the  OPFOR  an  easy  target. 
Gained  more  of  an  understanding  of  OPFOR  tactics. 
CRP  was  almost  always  destroyed. 
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Showed  a  lack  of  flexibility* 

Time  interval  between  CRP  and  main  body  ahould  be  decreased  to  one-and- 
one  half  minutes  rather  than  the  three  minute  time  interval  used. 

OPFOR  is  always  going  to  have  great  losses. 

Ihe  CRP  was  bait  so  the  rest  of  the  main  body  could  maneuver. 

Being  assigned  to  the  CRP  was  a  death  sentence. 

Shocked  US  Force  with  speed  and  mass. 

OPFOR  tactics  appeared  to  be  fooli^  at  times. 


Recommesidattoiia  for  OPFOR 


The  follow-on  commander  should  rely  on  strict  and  total  obedience  to 
commands  to  rapidly  deploy  to  meet  an  OPFOR,  hoping  that  not  too  many 
leaders  are  lost  upon  contact.  Without  the  radio  contact  from  the  CRP,  the 
follow-on  force  ahould  close  as  fast  as  possible  until  it  comes  upon  disabled 
vehicles  before  reacting.  This  is  why  it  is  important  to  destroy  the  CRP. 


US  Force  Tactical  Characteristics 
During  the  BjockfaiB  Miaahm 

Used  cover  and  concealment. 

Used  hit-and-run  tactics  and  ran  to  alternate  positions. 

All  vehicles  used  terrain  to  their  best  advantage. 

Employed  TOWs  and  Dragons  in  good  cover  and  concealed  positions;  withdrew 
after  engaging. 

All  vehicles  did  not  attack  at  the  same  time. 

Always  engaged  at  standoff  ranges  to  try  to  break  OPFOR  formations. 

Fought  a  pop-up  and  shoot,  fall  back  type  of  tactic. 
Shoot/diaplace/hide/shoot/maneuver/pop-up/shoot  typifies  US  behavior. 


Used  the  same  tactics  that  the  US  has  always  used. 
US  Force  does  not  move,  except  backwards. 
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OPFOR  vehicles  are  most  prone  to  attack  while  operating  in  their  column 
formation. 


Recommendations  foe  US  Force 


Should  allow  the  CRP  (OPFOR)  to  close  within  1000  meters  or  less,  then 
destroy  them  with  mass  firepower,  surprise  and  diock  action.  This  tactic 
would  destroy  the  CRP  while  still  in  column  and  while  trapped  within  their 
sectors  of  fire.  The  follow-on  force  would  not  have  the  early  warning 
provided  by  the  CRP  and  would  not  have  the  time  to  gain  momentum  and  get 
in  the  proper  formation  to  engage  the  US  Force. 

LCVs  ^ould  not  get  decisively  engaged  too  quickly. 


OPFOR  Opinions  About  Their  Own  and  the 
US  Force's  Strengths  and  Weaknesses 

Good  performance  and  bad  performance  was  the  essence  of  these  listings.  They 
repeated  the  same  things.  Ihe  US  Force  employed  the  TOWs  to  advantage  while  seeking 
terrain  advantages.  The  OPFOR  used  the  ]>ower  of  their  rapid  momentum  to  gain  the 
advantage. 


Things  OPFOR  dM  well 

Used  vehicles  to  maximum  ability. 

Combat  formations  in  the  attack  were  well  done. 

Moved  very  fast  and  closed  on  US  Force  with  firepower  forward. 

Got  to  the  objective  quickly  and  kept  on  pushing  with  lots  of  pressure. 
Stopped  for  nothing. 


Things  US  Force  did  well 

Were  able  to  displace  rapidly  while  using  hit-and-run  tactics. 
Employed  TOWs  at  maximum  range. 

Concealed  themselves  well. 

Used  Dragons  welL 

Were  able  to  kill  OPFOR  leaders  early  in  the  engagement. 
LCVs  were  able  to  move  around  the  OPFOR. 
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iBi«t«lws  by  OPFOR 


OPFOR  mistakes  clustered  around  deviations  from  specific  combat  formations  and 
lack  of  cover  and  concealment. 

Fired  before  the  platoon  leader  gave  the  order. 

BMP  gunners  could  not  fire  well  on  the  move  due  to  the  weapon  simulation 
being  used. 

Too  much  talking  on  the  radio  net;  platoon  leaders  tended  to  talk  too  much. 

Charged  straight  ahead,  providing  US  Force  with  an  easy  target. 

Did  not  use  any  cover  or  concealment. 

Tended  to  bunch-up  too  much. 

Moved  too  fast  over  terrain  where  the  chances  of  getting  hits  were  not 
probable. 

All  vehicles  were  not  able  to  keep  up  with  the  formations. 

Failed  to  use  fire  commands  correctly. 


CommoB  mtatakaea  by  US  Force 

US  mistakes  tended  to  be  in  the  areas  of  displacement  and  basic  reaction  times  to 
OPFOR  moves.  Selection  of  good  firing  positions  and  tendencies  to  become  decisively 
engaged  plagued  US  Forces. 

Disclosed  fighting  positions  by  prematurely  firing  at  the  OPFOR. 

Positioned  tanks  too  close  together. 

Failed  to  use  all  of  the  available  firepower. 

Engaged  CRP  too  fast. 

Failed  to  diqilace  to  the  rear  quickly  enough. 

Caught  off-guard  by  the  OPFOR 's  speed. 

Located  TOWs  by  their  firing  signature. 

Failed  to  use  cover  and  concealment  and  ricylined  their  vehicles  too  much. 

LCVs  took  too  many  chances  by  moving  in  the  open. 

Repeated  the  same  methods  of  attack. 


Tended  to  get  too  decisively  engaged. 

Fired  too  many  times  from  the  same  position. 

Chose  poor  fighting  positions  and  escape  routes. 

Failed  to  engage  OPFOR  leaders  with  massed  fire. 

Failed  to  react  fast  enough. 

PS  Force:  Chanaea  in  Operational 
Over  Time 

As  the  US  Force  gained  experience,  they  began  to  change  the  way  in  which  they 
operated.  listed  below  are  some  of  the  changes: 

Began  to  anticipate  avenues  of  approach  and  chokepoints  along  the  route  of 
march. 

Changed  placement  of  weapons  systems  (LCVs,  Dragons,  etc.). 

Engaged  at  TOW's  maximum  standoff  range. 

Began  to  wipe  out  CRP  before  they  could  report  to  main  body. 

Started  to  move  back  sooner  before  OPFOR  got  too  close. 

Started  to  employ  Dragons  on  the  flanks. 

Selected  better  positions  (hid  vehicles  well). 

Increased  the  speed  of  their  movements. 

Moved  around  the  base  of  a  hill,  not  over  it. 

Started  to  set  up  more  on  the  flanks  of  the  OPFOR  and  hit  from  more  than  one 
direction. 

hspact  on  OPFOR  Job  BsrloraMMce 

Learning  to  portray  an  OPFOR  player  required  the  learning  of  different  things  from 
that  of  a  US  player.  Listed  below  are  some  of  those  things  they  had  to  do  differently. 

Learned  to  fire  on  the  move. 

Learned  to  maneuver  in  the  open. 

Learned  different  combat  formations. 

i 
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Used  mppressive  fire. 

Maintained  combat  formations  In  dense  dust. 

Driving  tactics  were  different. 

Had  more  platoons  to  work  with. 

Could  not  use  personal  initiative. 

Could  not  use  the  terrain  to  provide  cover  and  concealment  once  ^potted  by 
the  US  Force. 

Could  not  dxoot  outside  the  ass^ed  sector  of  fire. 

■ecms  Learned  About  Themselves  and  the  US  Foree 
Leasoas  learned  about  themselves 

The  only  variable  OPFOR  had  was  its  avenue  of  approach,  everything  else  was 
dictated  by  their  rigid  tactics. 

An  exposed  vehicle  moving  at  a  fast  speed  was  much  easier  to  kill  than  one 
using  terrain  to  made  its  movement. 

OPFOR  needed  a  base  of  fire  to  help  their  assault  forces. 

If  given  the  time  to  build  its  power  and  momentum,  the  follow-on  force  was 
virtually  unstoppable. 

Learned  how  to  coordinate  more  with  crewmembers. 

Learned  more  about  their  formations  and  how  they  attacked. 

Learned  how  to  move  and  attacdi  rapidly. 

OPFOR  was  only  effective  when  the  US  Force  did  not  have  everything 
coordinated  right. 

I  sssoas  leaiaed  sboat  US  Fwce 

Had  the  ability  to  change  tactics  to  fit  the  situation,  for  example,  changed 
weapons  emplacement  when  they  started  to  take  heavy  losses. 

Could  survive  against  the  OPFOR. 

Had  to  be  alert  for  LCVs  and  Dragons. 

US  Force  was  quick  to  adapt  to  OPFOR  tactics. 
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US  Force  was  still  improving  (after  four  or  more  monthi)  and  liad  not 
approached  their  potentiaL 


US  Force  needed  a  hard  hittingf  fast  moving  armor  vehicle  which  could  return 
to  alternate  fighting  positions. 

Needed  to  plan  well  for  withdrawal  routes. 

US  Force  learned  to  hold  their  fire  in  order  to  get  a  flank  shot. 

Needed  better  training  to  face  the  OPFOR. 

Coordination  among  units  was  a  must,  if  we  were  to  succeed. 

Speed  was  the  key  to  both  offense  and  defense. 

Learned  to  fire  no  more  than  two  shots  per  target. 

Had  to  be  able  to  displace  as  quickly  as  possible. 


EXPERIMENT  IL 
FRIENDLY  ATTACK 


Scenario.  Friendly  Forces  landing  across  the  beach  have  linked  up 
with  helibome  forces.  This  force  is  equipped  with  tanks,  heavy 
assault  weapons  (HAWs),  medium  assault  weapons  (MAWri,  armored 
personnel  carriers  (APCs),  and  light  weight  combat  vehicles  (LCVs) 
and  is  now  engaged  in  conducting  operations  against  OPFOR 
pockets  of  resistance. 

a.  Friendly  Mission;  To  attack  OPFOR  defensive  positions  and 
eliminate  the  OPFOR  resistance  within  the  Amphibious  Objective 
Area  (AOA). 

b.  Friendly  Force;  The  Friendly  Force  consists  of  a  tank  company 
(-)  reinforced  with  MAWs  and  HAWs,  APCs,  LCVs  and  supported  by 
"on  call"  indirect  fires. 


OPFOR  TscUcal  Of — <etlcs 

During  the  Attack  liiasioM 

Loss  of  OPFOR  leaders  resulted  in  a  lack  of  initiatiye. 

Indlykhial  yehicles  could  not  select  targets  unless  they  were  within  Uieir  fire 
sector;  rigid  sectors  of  fire  were  a  hindrance  to  them. 
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Platoon  volley*  on  selected  targets  was  a  part  of  their  tactics. 

OFFOR  defense  relied  on  platoon  leader  to  shift  the  sectors  of  fire  to  cover 
avemes  of  approach;  their  lack  of  comnmnlcation  could  be  a  detriment  to 
them. 

OPFOR  target  priorities  were  the  ATGMs,  then  tanks,  APCs,  etc. 

OFFOR  did  not  attempt  to  engage  until  the  US  Force  had  moved  within  2000 
meters. 


Defensive  force  would  always  win. 

OPFOR  commander  could  not  always  control. 

OPFOR  wei^ns  did  not  have  the  range  ciqpability  of  the  US  Force. 

Used  q>eed  and  shot  welL 

This  experiment  (Experiment  n)  demonstrated  how  well  a  small  defensive 
force  (OPFOR)  could  last  when  properly  used. 

Recwasmeadathma  foe  OPFOR 

(No  recommendations  were  made.) 


US  Force  Tactical  eharacfriatica 
PuriM  the  Atta<*  IHasion 

US  weapons  had  a  greater  range  capability  over  OFFOR  weapons. 

US  tactical  normally  followed  this  pattern:  TOWs  in  overwatch,  armored 
vehicles  more  strategically  conceal^  then  made  a  high  speed  dash  to  the 
objective  using  a  lot  of  evasive  movement. 

TOWs  always  decimated  the  OPFOR  outside  the  OPFOR's  range  capability. 

When  the  US  Force  closed  rapidly,  it  forced  the  OPFOR  to  mass  their  fires  on 
single  targets,  allowing  other  veUcles  to  close  srithout  getting  hit. 

US  Force  used  the  pop-up  and  pop-down  techniques  of  fire  very  weU. 

Got  better  over  time,  coordinated  their  base  of  fire,  used  terrain  to  theb 
advantage,  and  moved  better. 

Dragons  were  emplaced  in  exposed  locations  too  often. 
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Attacking  from  mult4>le  directions  forced  the  OPFOR  to  qiUt  its  defensive 
fires. 

US  used  a  fixing  force  similar  to  OPFOR,  but  it  could  attadc,  whereas  the 
OPFOR  could  not. 


Defensive  force  would  always  win. 

US  Force  did  not  seem  to  use  the  terrin  to  their  advantage. 

US  Force  used  mass  fire  on  tanks  first. 

(Authors'  Note:  The  US  Force  became  more  adaptable  and  started  to  employ  different 
methods  to  counter  the  OPFOR.  The  OPFOR's  performance  appeared  to  be  much  more 
stable  in  what  it  did.  This  indicated  that  they  were  accurately  playing  the  role  they  were 
supposed  to.) 


Recommendatfarn^  TIS 


(No  recommendations  were  made.) 


OPFOR  Opinions  About  Their  Own  and  US  Foeceh 

Strengths  and  Weakneases 

Things  OPFOR  did  well 

Fired  on  the  move  at  high  speeds. 

Had  good  control  over  all  vehicles. 

Rigidly  controlled  fire  in  their  sector  and  used  platoon  volley  fire. 

Positioned  the  T-72s  (simulated)  where  they  had  good  fields  of  fire. 

Portrayed  the  role  of  the  OPFOR  weU. 

Thinga  US  Force  dM  well 

Kept  the  TOWs  out  of  OPFOR  range. 

Used  Copperhead  and  TOW  welL  TOWs  engaged  at  3000  while  rest  of  the  US 
vehicles  waited  for  closer  engagement  ranges. 

Made  maximum  use  of  cover  and  ctmcealment. 
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Some  Thieles  could  puU  up,  fire,  and  back  down  before  counterfire  could 
react. 

Started  to  employ  Dragona  on  the  f lanka. 

Comaacn  miatakea  by  OPFOR 

Did  not  utilize  the  firepower  of  the  ZSU  23-4  againat  ground  targeta. 

Did  not  change  firing  poaitiona  often  enough. 

Vehiclea  fired  out  of  firing  aectora  without  permiaaion. 

Tended  to  open  fire  too  aoon. 

Failed  to  maaa  fire  on  priority  targeta. 

Did  not  ddf t  aectora  of  fire  faat  enough  to  engage  US  Force. 

Large  amounta  of  dead  qiace  fat  the  defenaive  aectora  due  to  poor  fighting 
poaition  aelection. 

Could  not  fire  at  targeta  of  opportunity  if  it  was  not  in  the  OPFOR  vehicle'a 
aector  of  fire. 

Comawm  ariatakes  br  US  Force 

The  miatakea  made  by  the  US  Force  aeemed  to  be  those  that  resulted  from  a  lack  of 
field  training  where  a  realistic  OPFOR  was  used.  The  use  of  a  hit/miss  indicator  system 
also  contributed  to  lessons  learned.  For  many,  it  was  the  first  time  that  an  accurate 
measurement  of  the  hit/miss  could  be  made. 

Did  not  establish  a  good  base  of  fire. 

Deployed  LCVa  against  dug-in  OPFOR  positions. 

Pirosided  OPFOR  with  a  lot  of  flank  diots. 

Stayed  too  long  in  the  open. 

Failed  to  concentrate  fire  on  one  target  to  effect  a  kilL 

Both  attacking  elements  failed  to  coordinate  their  movements  simultaneously 
so  the  OPPQR  would  have  to  qpUt  their  fire.  The  OPFOR  concentrated  on  one 
element  and  then  the  other. 

Base  of  fire  elements  fired  from  exposed  positions.  Often  they  would  fire, 
bade  dosm,  then  pull  up  into  the  same  position  they  had  just  vacated. 


Eadi  time  the  attack  mission  was  ccmducted,  the  US  Force  put  into  practice  those 
lessons  they  learned  from  preceding  trials.  They  began  to  use  the  terrain  more  to  their 
advantage. 

Kept  TOWs  out  of  OPFOR  operational  ranges. 

Split  forces  so  that  the  OFFOR  had  to  split  their  defensive  fires. 

Used  the  tanks  to  provide  suppressive  fire  at  ranges  of  2000  meters  or  better. 
Coordinated  their  actions  better. 

Kept  the  AMTRACs  closer  to  the  tanks.  AMTRACs  used  a  sig-sag  movement 
to  avoid  being  hit. 

Changed  their  avenues  of  approach. 

Used  the  terrain  better. 

Stopped  using  the  Dragons  in  exposed  positions  at  close  ranges. 

Concentrated  their  fires  on  OPFOR  fast  diooters  which  allowed  US  vehicles  to 
close  faster. 

Used  volley  fire. 


.  the  US  Force 


Lessons  learned  about  themselves  constantly  cited  their  inflexibility  due  to  their 
rigidly  controlled  measures,  whereas  lessons  learned  about  the  US  Force  focused  on  their 
flexiUlity  as  compared  to  OPFOR  (Soviet)  doctrine  and  tactics. 


about 


selves 


OPFOR  could  not  utilize  its  weapons  systems’  capabilities  to  maximum 
capacity  as  firing  was  controlled  by  the  OPTOR  platoon  leader. 

Some  of  the  OPFOR's  wei^ns  had  a  diorter  range  capability  than  US 
weapons. 

OPFOR  was  hampered  by  their  lad(  of  radio  transmitters. 


the  US  F 


US  Force  could  change  tactics  and  avenues  of  approach  as  the  sttaatloB 
dictated. 


US  Force  could  engage  at  long  ranges  with  the  TOW. 
Use  of  orerwatch  worked,  hut  it  was  slow. 


EXPERIMENT  m 
FRIENDLY  DEFENSE 


Scenario.  A  Friendl7  Force  landing  on  the  beach  continues  to 
conduct  link-up  operations  with  the  helibome  force  inland.  The 
forward  edge  of  the  battle  area  (FEB  A)  has  been  establidied  within 
the  force  beachhead  line  (FBHL)  and  an  infantry  platoon  (rein¬ 
forced)  occupies  a  300-500  meter  portion  of  the  perimeter 
frontage.  An  OPFOR  motorized  rifle  battalion  reinforced  with  a 
tank  company  is  ordered  to  penetrate  the  FEBA  and  seize  objec¬ 
tives  within  the  FBHL. 

a.  Friendly  Mission:  To  establish  defensive  positions  to  deny 
OPFOR  penetration  of  the  FEBA. 

b.  Friendly  Force;  The  Friendly  Force  consists  of  an  infantry 
platoon  reinforced  with  tanks,  medium  assault  weapons  (MAWs), 
heavy  assault  weapons  (HAWs),  light  combat  vehicles  (LCVs)  and 
support  by  "on  call*  direct  fires. 


OPFOR  was  characterized  by  strong  control  with  rigid  adherence  to  a  fixed  and 
determined  aggressiveness  in  execution.  The  US  Force  was  typified  by  hit  and  run, 
constantly  moving  and  shifting  to  seek  out  an  opportunity. 


OPFOR  Tactical  Characteristics 
During  the  Defense  UisidoB 

The  OPFOR  employed  a  fixing  force  and  an  enveloping  force,  each  with  its 
own  force  commander.  Fixing  force  supplied  the  supportive  fire  so  the  other 
force  could  maneuver. 

OPFOR  used  good  control,  firepower  and  q>eed  when  moving  to  the  attack. 

OPFOR  used  a  platoon  column  formation  until  attempting  to  close  with  the 
enemy. 


OPFOR  did  not  use  tactics,  just  moved  straight  ahead. 


OPFOR  was  Inflexible  and  their  actions  could  be  predicted. 
Lead  vehicles  always  got  hit  first. 


/  RecwendatioM  to  OPFOR 

(No  recommendations  were  made.) 

OS  Foece  Thctical  Ciyyteristica 
Daring  the  Defeiiae  IHsakm 

Employed  ATGMs  forward  and  then  diq>laced  as  OPFOR  approached. 

Employed  hit-and-run  tactics. 

Employed  a  rolling  defense  (engage,  retrograde,  engage). 

Employed  long  range  TOW  fires. 

Conduskma 

It  was  hard  to  fire  on  a  single  target. 

US  tanks  did  not  have  enough  time  to  execute  their  mission. 

US  tactics  remained  essentially  the  same  as  those  during  Experiment  I 
(Friendly  Blocking  Position). 

Recoasmeadattons  for  US  Force 

Siould  mass  fire  on  a  single  target. 

Should  employ  a  fighting  withdrawal  to  decimate  the  OPFOR  prior  to  the  final 
attack. 

Should  employ  a  mobile  defense  which  can  strike  both  forward  and  backward. 


OPFOR  OataioBa  Aboat  Their  Osm  and  tha  US  Fcrca^ 


What  each  force  did  well  and  what  they  did  wrong  were  fairly  consistent  across  all 
three  missions.  Most  of  the  reqionses  mentioned  Owse  things  which  were  inherent  and 
bssic  to  good  tactical  employment  in  any  kind  of  mission. 
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Moved  quickly  to  contact  and  caught  US  Force  falling  back. 

Able  to  change  fori  itions  quickly* 

Made  use  of  suppressive  fire. 

Rigid  formations  allowed  units  to  arrive  at  attack  of  fixing  positions  intact 
without  stragglers. 

Fired  on  the  move  while  maintaining  a  tight  formation. 

Role  played  the  Soviets  well, 
ns  Force  did  well 

Utilized  good  cover  and  concealment. 

Used  long  range  fires. 

Dragon  teams  were  hard  to  see  and  hit. 

Displaced  quickly  from  position  to  position. 

Selected  good  firing  positions. 

Fought  a  fighting  withdrawal,  especially  on  the  flanks. 

Covered  avenues  of  iqiproach  welL 

Common  mietakiea  by  OPFOR 

Leaders  operated  too  far  to  the  front;  this  would  identify  the  leader  to  the  US 
Force.  Should  vary  the  platoon  leader's  position. 

BMPs  did  not  provide  enough  suppressive  fire. 

Jamming  and  bunching-up  occurred  while  advancing. 

Fired  out  of  their  sectors  of  fire. 

Fire  commands  were  not  given  quickly  enough. 

Lack  of  initiative. 


Lack  of  adequate  coordiaation. 

Combat  formations  got  extended  due  to  terrain, 
thiable  to  react  to  attacks  on  the  flanks. 


ComMoa  by  US  Fctce 

US  vehicles  took  exposed  positions  on  top  of  hills  rather  than  emplacing  in  the 
saddle  of  the  hills,  which  would  provide  flank  protection. 

Premature  firing  on  OPFOR  vehicles. 

Emplaced  vehicles  too  far  from  the  final  defensive  position. 

Became  too  decisively  engaged  and  delayed  their  withdrawal  too  long. 

Movement  on  falling  back  was  too  slow. 

Lacked  coordination  of  elements. 

Failed  to  mass  fires  on  a  single  target. 

Failed  to  kill  tanks  first. 

Dragon  teams  failed  to  move  after  they  fired. 

OS  Foret  Changes  in  Operational  Techniques 
Over  11— e 

US  Forces  started  to  show  better  coordination  between  elements.  Their  job  tasks 
were  relatively  unaffected.  The  skills  needed  to  perform  improved  with  experience,  for 
example,  firing  position  selection  improved  with  experience.  They  began  to  criticaUy 
evaluate  the  site  rather  than  take  the  first  position  available. 

Used  different  weapon  placements. 

Started  to  use  terrain  to  their  best  advantage. 

Employed  Dragons  to  gain  flank  shots. 

Used  LCVs  as  a  raid-type  force. 

Employed  long  range  firing. 

Engaged  OPFOR  in  small  volleys  to  contain  them. 

Exposed  themselves  less. 

Units  fired  fewer  rounds  and  then  disengaged;  this  caused  fewer  losses. 

Used  better  withdrawal  routes. 

Coordination  between  elements  became  better. 
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OPFOR  players  began  to  understand  and  appreciate  the  freedom  and  flexibility  of 
US  tactics.  Working  within  a  highly  disciplined  OPFOR  envircmment  not  only  provided  an 
awareness  of  OPFOR,  but  provided  a  chance  to  look  at  themselves  in  a  different 
perspective. 

Being  the  OPFOR  was  like  playing  "follow  the  leader.” 

Learning  to  fire  on  the  move  was  different. 

Driving  performance  was  different  with  the  OPFOR. 

Individual  initiative  was  lost  when  acting  as  the  OPFOR. 


Lesaosis  Learned  About  Themselves  and  the  US  Force 

Lessons  learned  from  this  mission  pointed  out  that  the  US  Force  was  affected  by  the 
high  speed  mobility  of  the  OPFOR.  It  is  evident  that  our  forces  should  be  trained  to  react 
quickly  and  accurately  to  this  factor.  The  task  is  a  difficult  one  and  diould  be 
experienced  under  field  conditions  to  fully  appreciate  the  benefits  of  this  type  of 
training. 


Leasons  learned  about  themselves 

OPFOR  attacked  at  high  speed,  hoping  that  it  would  enhance  their  surviv¬ 
ability. 

OPFOR  tactics  were  direct,  no  frills,  just  a  straight  attack  in  mass. 

OPFOR  was  still  disrupting  the  US  Force  with  their  high  speed  mobility. 
OPFOR  had  to  try  harder  to  live  up  to  the  game  rules. 


LamoBs  laaraed  about  the  US  Force 

Learned  where  the  US  Force  liked  to  deploy  their  weapons  systems. 

If  US  Force  sustained  any  losses,  the  battle  was  over. 

There  was  some  doubt  that  the  US  could  win  outnumbered. 

US  Force  was  smarter  than  the  OPFOR.  They  were  learning  and  did  not  make 
the  same  mistake  twice. 

US  Force  needed  a  hard  hitting  mobile  defense  that  could  attack,  withdraw, 
and  employ  a  fitting  withdraw^  on  the  flanks  of  the  OPFOR. 


APPENDIX  A 
ARMVAL  Job  Poiitiais 
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^»evio 

IS  ■! 


US  Force 


ARlfVAL  JOB  POSITIONS 


No. 

Interviewed 


Tank  CMDR  (PLT  LDR)  1 

Tank  CMDR  (PLT  SGH  2 

Tank  CMDR  (SEC  LDR)  1 

Tank  Commander  6 

Tank  Gunner  6 

Tank  Driver  10 

LCV  Gunner  1 

LCV  Driver  3 

LVTP-7  Section  Leader  1 

LVTP-7  Commander  3 

LVTP-7  Crew  Chief  7 

LVTP-7  Gunner  1 

LVTP-Driver  15 

LVTP-7  Crewman  2 

TOW  Squad  Leader  3 

TOW  Gunner  6 

TOW  Assistant  Gunner  2 

TOW  Driver  1 

Dragon  Gunner  6 


TOTAL  77 


OPFOR  No. 

bterviewed 

Tank  Platoon  Leader  1 

Tank  Commander 
Tank  Gunner 
Tank  Driver 
BMP  Platoon  Leader 
BMP  PLT  LDR  (PLT  SGI) 

BMP  Commander 
BMP  Gunner 
BMP  Driver 
ZSU  Z3-4  Commander 
ZSU  Z3-4  Gunner 
ZSU  Z3-4  Driver 


TOTAL  47 


•^•-.(-•O'aowf-^csiO'aO'O 


FRIENDLY 


IMPROVEMENT  OF  TRAININS  REALISM  FOR  TACTICAL  UNITS 
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FRiaiDLY  POECg  QPBSTIOWIAIRB 


Section  It  Background  Infer—tioa 
(PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLY) 


Name: 

(Last)  (First)  (SH 

Rank:  _  Age:  _  Parent  Unit:  _ 

Prioary  MOS:  _  Secondary  HOS:  _ 

Job  title  in  which  you  are  presently  serving:  _ 

How  long  have  you  been  in  your  present  job?  _ _ _ 

(Years)  (Months) 

Years /Months  service  in  Marine  Corps:  _ _ _ _ 

(Years)  (Months) 

Years/Months  service  in  Amy:  _ _ _ _ 

(Years)  (Months) 
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Section  lit  Practice  Training  Prior  to  Te»t 


1.  List  the  various  weapons  systeas  you  were  assigned  to  during  the  practice 
training  prior  to  the  test.  In  addition,  write  in  next  to  the  weapons 
systea  the  job  position  (on  that  systea)  that  you  were  assigned  to.  If 
you  held  aore  than  one  job  on  the  saae  systea,  write  that  in  (e.g.,  N60, 
Gunner;  M60,  Driver;  LCV,  Driver;  LVTP-7,  ilaiphibious  Axaored  Personnel 
Carrier,  Coasander,  etc.). 


Weapons  Systea  Job  Position/Title 


2.  What  things  were  you  trained  to  do  during  practice  for  the  test  which 
were  different  froa  the  way  you  have  been  previously  trained? 


3.  During  the  practice  training  did  you  feel  that  your  job(s)  duties  changed 
in  any  way  due  to  the  aanner  in  which  the  Threat  operated? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YES,  list  soae  of  the  way  in  which  your  job  changed: 

4.  What  particular  things,  during  practice,  were  eaphasised  or  stressed  the 
aost  by  your  instructors  or  leaders? 

5.  During  practice,  what  Threat  tactics  did  you  feel  were  the  siost  effective 
against  you? 

6.  During  practice,  what  weaknesses  did  you  find  in  the  Threat  tactics? 

7.  You  practiced  a  lot  to  fight  against  the  Threat.  Do  you  think  your 

regular  training  would  have  prepared  you  for  the  type  of  warfare  you 

encountered  during  the  test? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

a.  If  YES,  what  additional  things  do  you  feel  should  be  included  in 
your  regular  training  that  would  iaprove  your  perforaance  against  a 
Threat  unit? 

b.  If  NO,  list  those  things  your  regular  training  nust  include  to 
iaprove  your  perforaance  against  a  Threat  unit: 
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Section  lilt  Test  Experlaants 

A.  Bsperlaent  It  Establieh  Blocking  Position  to  Prevent  Threat  Advance 

(Heeting  Sagageaent) 


1.  After  participating  in  this  experinent,  compare  Friendly  and  Threat  tactics t 

a.  Friendly  tactics: 

b.  Threat  tactics t 

2.  During  the  course  of  this  experiamnt  sosm  developmental  tactics  were  used 
by  the  Friendly  Force.  List  any  opinions  or  conclusions  that  you  may 
have  about  these  "developmental  tactics":  (I  D2) 

3.  Did  you  perform  your  job  differently  during  Experiment  I  than  you  normally 
perform  your  job  during  your  regular  military  training? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YES,  list  the  differences  you  found: 

4.  Bach  experismnt  contained  a  number  of  trials  using  different  system  mixes. 
Did  you  do  anything  different  with  the  Surrogate  than  you  did  without  the 
Surrogate? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YES,  list  what  you  did  differently: 

5.  In  your  judgment,  what  were  the  most  common  mistakes  isade  by  the  Friendly 
Force  during  the  Meeting  Engagement  (Experiment  I)? 

6.  In  your  judgswnt,  what  were  the  most  comison  mistakes  made  by  the  Threat 
Force  during  the  Meeting  Bngagesient? 

7.  List  what  you  feel  the  Friendly  Force  did  well  during  the  Meeting  Bngage- 
smnt: 

8.  List  what  you  feel  the  Threat  did  well  during  the  Meeting  Engagement: 

9.  After  going  through  the  Meeting  Engagement  for  the  first  few  times,  id:at 
tactical  changes  were  made  in  the  way  the  Friendly  Force  operated  against 
the  Threat  Force? 

10.  Nhat  were  sosm  of  the  swjor  things  you  learned  about  the  Friendly  Force 
and  the  Threat  Force  after  going  through  the  Meeting  Bngagesmnt: 

a.  Friendly  Force: 

b.  Threat  Force: 
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C.  Bxperiaent  III:  Friendly  Force  Defending  Against  a  Threat  Attack 


1.  After  participating  in  this  experiaenty  coapare  Friendly  and  Threat  tactics: 

a.  Friendly  tactics: 

b.  Threat  tactics: 

2.  During  the  course  of  this  experiaent  soae  developaental  tactics  were  used 
by  the  Friendly  Force.  List  any  opinions  or  conclusions  that  you  suy 
have  about  these  ''developaental  tactics": 

3.  Did  you  perfora  your  job  differently  during  Experiaent  111  than  you  noraally 
perfota  your  job  during  your  regular  ailitary  training? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YBSf  list  the  differences  you  found: 

4.  Each  experiaent  contained  a  ntaiber  of  trials  using  different  systea  aixes. 
Did  you  do  anything  different  with  the  Surrogate  than  you  did  without  the 
Surrogate? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YBSy  list  what  you  did  differently: 

5.  In  your  judgaentf  what  were  the  aost  coaaon  aistakes  aade  by  the  Friendly 
Force  during  the  Threat  Attack  (Bxperiaent  111)? 

6.  In  your  judgsMnt,  what  were  the  aost  coamon  aistakes  swde  by  the  Threat 
Force  during  their  attack? 

7.  List  what  you  feel  the  Friendly  Force  did  well  during  the  Threat  Attack: 

8.  List  what  you  feel  the  Threat  did  well  during  their  attack: 

9.  After  going  through  the  Threat  Attack  for  the  first  few  tiaes,  what  tacti¬ 
cal  changes  were  aade  in  the  way  the  Friendly  Force  operated  against  the 
Threat? 

10.  What  were  soae  of  the  aajor  things  you  learned  about  the  Friendly  Force 
and  the  Threat  Force  after  going  through  the  Threat  Attack: 

a.  Friendly  Force: 

b.  Threat  Force: 
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Section  IV:  Mieecll«neoua 


1.  Did  Che  speed  with  which  the  Threat  maneuvered  cause  you  in  any  way  to 
change  the  way  in  which  you  performed  your  job,  or  chaege  the  way  in  idiich 
your  crew,  vehicles,  or  unit  perfoneed? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

IF  YES,  describe  those  things  which  were  affected  and  the  changes  that 
were  made: 

2.  Did  the  large  number  of  vehicles  used  by  the  Threat  affect  in  any  way  the 
manner  in  which  you  performed  your  job,  or  change  the  way  in  which  your 
crew,  vehicles,  or  unit  performed? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YES,  describe  those  things  which  were  affected  and  the  changes  that 
were  smde: 

3.  Did  you  have  to  evolve  different  methods /techniques  to  counter  the  Threat 
tactics? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YES,  describe  what  you  did: 

4.  Do  you  feel  that  you  could  have  performed  as  well  against  Threat  tactics 
if  you  had  not  practiced  against  their  kinds  of  tactics? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

5.  Of  all  the  weapons  systems  you  were  assigned  to,  %ihat  systemCs)  did  you 
feel  was(were)  the  most  effective  agsinst  Threat  tactics? 

6.  Based  on  your  experiences  in  the  test,  what  would  you  include  in  a  train¬ 
ing  program  to  train  U.S.  forces  to  counter  the  Threat? 

7.  Did  participating  against  a  well-trained  Threat  cause  you  to  discover  any 
areas  of  your  job  which  had  to  be  modified  or  changed? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  Yes,  what  areas  of  your  job  were  aK>dified  or  changed,  and  describe 
what  changes  you  hsd  to  make: 

8.  Do  you  feel  that  maneuvering  against  a  well-trained  Threat  has  helped  you 
in  understanding  "threat"  tactics? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

9>  Maneuvering  against  a  Threat  regularly  would:  (Check  the  response  you 
most  closely  agree  with) 

______  greatly  increase  my  interest  in  training 

______  increase  my  interest  in  training 

_  have  little  or  no  effect 

_____  slightly  decrease  my  interest 
_  greatly  decrease  my  interest 
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10.  Having  a  Threat  against  which  to  a«neuver  would:  (Check  the  reaponaa  paw 
■oat  cloaely  agree  with) 

_  greatly  increase  ay  own  D.S.  skills 

_  increase  own  U.S.  skills 

_  have  little  or  no  effect  on  ay  own  U.S.  skills 

_  slightly  decrease  ay  own  0.8.  skills 

_  greatly  decrease  my  own  U.S.  skills 

11.  If  I  aa  trained  as  a  Threat,  it  would  confuse  sm  when  Z  used  friaadly 
tactics:  (Check  the  response  which  you  aost  closely  agree  with) 

_  agree 

_  slightly  agree 

_  borderline 

_  slightly  disagree 

_  disagree 

12.  Now  that  you  have  seen  Threat  tactics,  has  your  view  of  the  Soviet  aili- 
tary  changed? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

In  what  way? 

13.  What  specific  things  have  you  learned  froa  this  training  that  you  can  do 
to  defeat  the  Soviets  if  war  should  coae? 

14.  Did  this  experience  with  Threat  change  your  understanding  of  the  atrengtha 
and  vulnerabilities  of  the  Soviet  ailitary? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

In  what  way? 
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IMPROVEHBirr  OF  TRAINING  REALISM  FDR  TACTICAL  UNITS 


threat  QUESTIOmiAiaE 


Section  I:  Background  Inforaation 
(PLEASE  PRINT  CLEARLY) 


Nsm: 


Rank: 


(Last) 


^e: 


(First) 

Parent  Unit: 


Priaiary  MOS: 


Secondary  MOS: 


Job  title  in  which  you  are  presently  serving: 
How  long  have  you  been  in  your  present  job? 


Years/Months 
Years /Months 


service  in  Marine  Corps: 
service  in  kracfi 


(Years) 

(Years) 


TmiT 


(Months) 
(Months  ) 
(Months) 
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Section  II;  Practice  Training  Prior  to  Test 


1.  List  the  various  weapons  systems  you  were  assigned  to  during  the  practice 
training  prior  to  the  teat.  In  addition*  write  in  next  to  the  weapons 
system  the  job  position  (on  that  system)  that  you  were  assigned  to.  If 
you  held  more  than  one  job  on  the  same  system,  write  that  in  (e.g.,  BMP, 
Rifle  Squad  Member;  1-62,  Gunner;  T-62,  Driver;  etc.). 

Weapons  System  Job  Position/Title 


2.  What  things  were  you  trained  to  do  during  practice  for  the  test  which 
were  different  from  the  way  you  have  been  previously  trained? 


3.  During  the  practice  training  did  you  feel  that  the  training  for  a  Threat 
job  position  differed  from  the  training  you  received  for  a  Friendly  job 
position? 

Yes  _  Ho  _ 

If  YES,  list  the  differences  you  found: 

4.  What  particular  things,  during  practice,  were  emphasized  or  stressed  the 
awst  by  your  instructors  or  leaders? 

5a.  During  practice,  list  those  things  you  felt  the  Threat  did  that  were 
effective  against  the  Friendly  Force: 

Sb.  During  practice,  list  those  things  you  felt  the  Friendly  Force  did  that 
were  effective  against  the  Threat  Force: 

6.  During  practice,  list  those  things  you  felt  were  weaknesses  in  the  way 
the  Threat  operated: 

7.  During  practice,  did  you  feel  that  the  Friendly  Force  improved  in  their 
performance  against  you? 

Yes  _  Ho  _ 

a.  If  YES,  what  things  did  they  improve  on? 

b.  In  your  opinion,  how  much  practice  did  it  take  for  the  Friendly  Force 
to  be  able  to  organise  quickly  and  efficiently  to  eounter  the  Threat 
Force? 


A.  Experiment  1:  Establish  Blocking  Position  to  Prevent  Threat  Advance 

(Meeting  Engagement) 


1.  After  participating  in  this  experiment,  compare  Friendly  and  Threat  tactics 

a.  Friendly  tactics: 

b.  Threat  tactics: 

2.  During  the  course  of  this  experisient  some  developmental  tactics  were  used 
by  the  Friendly  Force.  List  any  opinions  or  conclusions  that  you  may 
have  about  these  "developmental  tactics":  (I  D2) 

3.  Did  you  perform  your  job  differently  during  Experisient  1  than  you  normally 
perform  your  job  during  your  regular  military  training? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

If  YES,  list  the  differences  you  found: 

4.  In  your  judgment,  %diat  were  the  most  common  mistakes  made  by  the  Friendly 
Force  during  the  Meeting  Engagement  (Experisient  I)? 

5.  In  your  judgment,  what  were  the  most  common  mistakes  made  by  the  Threat 
Force  during  the  Meeting  Engagesient? 

6.  List  what  you  feel  the  Friendly  Force  did  well  during  the  Meeting  Engage- 
sient: 

7.  List  what  you  feel  the  Threat  did  well  during  the  Meeting  Engagercnt: 

8.  After  the  Friendly  Force  went  through  the  Meeting  Engagement  for  a  few 
tiaws,  what  changes  did  the  Friendly  Force  stake  in  their  tactics  against 
the  Threat  Force? 

9.  What  were  sosie  of  the  siajor  things  you  learned  about  the  Friendly  Force 
and  the  Threat  Force  after  going  through  the  Meeting  Engagement: 

a.  Friendly  Force: 

b.  Ihreat  Force: 
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B.  Experiment  II.  Friendly  Force  Attacking  a  Strongpoint 


1.  After  participating  in  this  experiment,  compare  Friendly  and  Threat  tactics: 

a.  Friendly  tactics: 

b.  Threat  tactics: 

2.  During  the  course  of  this  experiaient  some  developmental  tactics  were  used 
by  the  Friendly  Force.  List  any  opinions  or  conclusions  that  you  may 
have  about  these  "developmental  tactics":  (II  D7) 

3.  Do  you  fe^*!  that  the  job  duties  you  performed  for  the  Threat  differed 
significantly  from  the  job  duties  you  perform  in  your  regular  job? 

Yes  _  No  _ 

4.  In  your  judgment,  what  were  the  most  common  mistakes  made  by  the  Friendly 
Force  during  the  Attack  on  a  Strongpoint  (Experiment  II)? 

5.  In  your  judg^sent,  what  were  the  most  common  mistakes  made  by  the  Threat 
Force  during  the  Attack  on  a  Strongpoint? 

6.  List  what  you  feel  the  Friendly  Force  did  well  during  the  Friendly  Attack 
on  a  Strongpoint: 

7.  List  what  you  feel  the  Threat  did  well  during  the  Friendly  Attack  on  a 
Strongpoint: 

8.  After  the  Friendly  Force  went  through  the  Attack  on  a  Strongpoint  for  a 

few  times,  idtat  changes  did  the  Friendly  Force  make  in  their  tactics  against 
the  Threat  Force? 

9.  What  were  some  of  the  major  things  you  learned  about  Friendly  and  Threat 
after  going  through  the  Attack  on  a  Strongpoint: 

a.  Friendly  Force: 

b.  Threat  Force: 
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bpcriaent  III:  Friendly  Force  Defending  Ageinet  e  Threet  Atteck 


1.  After  participating  in  thia  experiment »  compare  Friendly  and  Threat  tactics : 

a.  Friendly  tacticat 

b.  Threat  tactics: 

2.  During  the  course  of  this  experiamnt  some  developmental  tactics  were  used 
by  the  Friendly  Force.  List  any  opinions  or  conclusions  that  you  may 
have  about  these  "developamntal  tactics":  (III  D9)  III  D10»  III  D13) 

3.  Do  you  feel  that  the  job  duties  you  performed  for  the  Threat  differed 
significantly  from  the  job  duties  you  perform  in  your  iregular  job? 

Yea  __  No  _ 

If  YBS»  list  what  job  differences  you  found: 

4.  In  your  judgment,  what  were  the  sK>st  coea»n  mistakes  made  by  the  Friendly 
Force  during  the  Threat  Attack  (Experiment  III)? 

5.  In  your  judgment,  what  were  the  most  cowaK>n  mistakes  made  by  the  Threat 
Force  during  their  attack? 

6.  List  idiat  you  feel  the  Friendly  Force  did  well  during  the  Threat  Attack: 

7.  List  what  you  feel  the  Threat  did  well  during  the  Threat  Attack: 

8.  After  the  Friendly  Force  went  through  the  Threat  Attack  a  few  times,  idiet 
changes  did  the  Friendly  Force  make  in  their  tactics  against  the  Threat 
Force? 

9.  Vhat  were  some  of  the  smjor  things  you  learned  about  the  Friendly  Force 
and  the  Threat  Force  after  going  through  the  Threat  Attack: 

a.  Friendly  Force: 

b.  Threat  Force: 
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Section  IVt  Misc»ll«f<m« 


1.  Did  you  encounter  any  prdblena  in  operating  at  the  apeed  with  which  the 
Threat  auineuvera? 

Yea  _  Ho _ 

2*  Did  you  encounter  any  prohlews  in  operating  with  the  large  Threap  Force 
ratio? 

Yea  _  Ho  _ 

3.  Do  you  feel  that  you  benefited  frow  taking  Threat  training? 

Yea  _  Ho _ 

IP  YES,  deacribe  aoae  of  the  benefita: 

If  HO,  deacribe  why  you  feel  it  waa  not  beneficial: 

4.  Do  you  feel  that  it  would  benefit  every  aervice  nenber  to  undergo  aoae 
type  of  Threat  training? 

Yea  _  Ho  _ 

5«  Hhat  are  aoae  of  the  changea  you  would  aake  to  iaprove  the  Threat  train¬ 
ing  that  you  received? 

6.  Could  you  predict  with  any  degree  of  accuracy  the  actiona  the  Friendly 
Force  would  aake  againat  the  Threat? 

Yea  _  Ho  _ 

7.  How  difficult  waa  it  to  learn  to  do  the  Threat  tactica?  (CHECK  OHE  RESFOHSE) 

very  difficult 

_  difficult 

____  aoaeuhat  difficult 
_  no  difficulty 

8.  Liat  the  aoat  difficult  taaka,  if  aiqrf  you  had  to  learn  in  order  to  operate 
aa  a  well-trained  Threat  aenber: 

If  none  of  the  taaka  were  difficult,  juat  place  a  check  awrk  (  '  )  in  the 
blatdc  apace:  _ 

9.  If  at  aoaa  tiaa  in  the  future,  you  had  to  fight  againat  a  nation  that 
uaed  Threat  tactica,  check  thoae  atateaenta  you  feel  apply  to  you  and  tiie 
Threat  training  you  received: 

_  better  prepared  becauae  I  took  the  Threat  training 

_ would  do  juat  aa  well  without  having  to  undergo  Threat  training 

_  don't  feel  that  Threat  training  would  help  ae 

_  feel  that  1  have  a  better  underatanding  and  inaight  into  how  the 

Threat  thiidc  and  perfora 


10.  Threat  tekea  too  anch  tiaa  frea  tm**^*'  training:  (Cheek  the  reaponae 
you  aoat  eloaely  agree  with) 
agree 

ali^tly  agree 
borderline 
alightly  diaagree 
dieearee 


11*  Training  aa  a  Thraat  would  eauaa  confusion  when  using  Friendly  tactics t 
(Check  the  response  you  aost  closely  agree  with) 

_  agree 

_  slightly  agree 

_  borderline 

_  slightly  disagree 

_  disagree 

12.  Now  that  you  hawe  seen  Threat  tactics*  has  your  view  of  the  Soviet  mili¬ 
tary  changed? 

Yes _ _  No _ 

In  idiat  way? 

13.  Nhat  specific  things  have  you  learned  from  this  training  that  you  can  do 
to  defeat  the  Soviets  if  war  should  come? 

14.  Did  this  experience  with  Threat  change  your  understanding  of  the  strengths 
and  vulnerabilities  of  the  Soviet  sdlitary? 

Yes  _  No _ 

In  idiat  way? 


